Supplementary Environmental Report - Bathside

Bay Container Terminal

Application under s.73 TCPA 1990 (as amended) to vary
Conditions 3 (Phasing), 45 (Highways), 46 (Highways) and 47
(Highways) and to delete and replace Conditions 41 (Highways),
42 (Highways), 43 (Highways) and 44 (Highways) of Planning
Permission 03/00600/FUL in respect of the Proposed Bathside
Bay Container Terminal, Harwich

Hutchison Ports (UK) Ltd

23 February 2010
Final Report
9Vv6531






Document title

Document short title
Status
Date

Project name

Project number
Client

Reference

Drafted by

Checked by
Date/initials check
Approved by

Date/initials approval

Rightwell House
Bretton
Peterborough PE3 8DW
United Kingdom
+44 (0)1733 334455 Telephone
01733 333348 Fax
info@peterborough.royalhaskoning.com  E-mail

www.royalhaskoning.com Internet

Supplementary Environmental Report -
Bathside Bay Container Terminal

Application under s.73 TCPA 1990 (as
amended) to vary Conditions 3 (Phasing), 45
(Highways), 46 (Highways) and 47
(Highways) and to delete and replace
Conditions 41 (Highways), 42 (Highways), 43
(Highways) and 44 (Highways) of Planning
Permission 03/00600/FUL in respect of the
Proposed Bathside Bay Container Terminal,
Harwich

SER - BSB S73 application

Final Report

23 February 2010

Bathside Bay Container Terminal Port
variations

9Vv6531

Hutchison Ports (UK) Ltd

9V6531/R00001/303619/PBor

Dr Matthew Hunt, Matt Simpson, John Drabble, Peter
Websdell, Andrew Robinson, lan Fielding, Elizabeth
Lyth

Sian John, Megumi Ito, Mike Potts, Peter Thornton
22.02.2010......... i

Dr Matthew Hunt
23.02.2010.........






CONTENTS

Page
1 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 2
1.1 Current planning permission and conditions 2
1.2 Current application 2
2 PURPOSE/STATUS OF THE REPORT 3
2.1 Context of this Supplementary Environmental Report 3
2.2 Format of this Supplementary Environmental Report 3
2.3 Key considerations 4
3 HYDRODYNAMIC AND SEDIMENTARY REGIME 6
3.1 Context 6
3.2 Implications associated with this application 7
3.3 Conclusion 8
4 BENTHIC INVERTEBRATE COMMUNITIES 9
41 Context 9
4.2 Implications associated with this application 10
4.3 Conclusion 10
5 ORNITHOLOGY 11
51 Context 11
5.2 Implications associated with this application 12
5.3 Conclusion 13
6 SALTMARSH, OTHER COASTAL VEGETATION AND COASTAL
INVERTEBRATES 14
6.1 Context 14
6.2 Implications associated with this application 15
6.3 Conclusion 15
7 FISHERIES RESOURCE 16
7.1 Context 16
7.2 Implications associated with this application 17
7.3 Conclusion 17
8 COMMERCIAL FISHING ACTIVITY 18
8.1 Context 18
8.2 Implications associated with this application 18
8.3 Conclusion 18
9 WATER AND SEDIMENT QUALITY 19
9.1 Context 19
9.2 Implications associated with this application 20
9.3 Conclusion 20
SER - BSB S73 application 9V6531/R00001/303619/PBor

Final Report - i - 23 February 2010



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL SETTING 21
10.1 Context 21
10.2 Implications associated with this application 22
10.3 Conclusion 22
AIR QUALITY 23
111 Context 23
11.2 Implications associated with this application 23
11.3 Conclusion 24
NOISE AND VIBRATION 25
12.1 Context 25
12.2 Implications associated with this application 25
12.3 Conclusion 26
COMMERCIAL AND RECREATIONAL NAVIGATION 27
13.1 Context 27
13.2 Implications associated with this application 27
13.3 Conclusion 27
LAND-BASED RECREATION 28
141 Context 28
14.2 Implications associated with this application 28
14.3 Conclusion 28
ARCHAEOLOGY AND HERITAGE 29
151 Context 29
15.2 Implications associated with this application 30
15.3 Conclusion 30
LAND DRAINAGE AND FLOOD DEFENCE 31
16.1 Context 31
16.2 Review of the Flood Risk Assessment for the Bathside Bay
Container Terminal 31
16.3 Implications associated with this application 33
16.4 Conclusion 33
TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION 34
171 Context 34
17.2 Implications associated with the application 35
17.3 Conclusion 35
INFRASTRUCTURE 36
18.1 Context 36
18.2 Implications associated with this application 36
18.3 Conclusion 36
SOCIO-ECONOMIC CONTEXT 37
19.1 Context 37
19.2 Implications associated with this application 37
19.3 Conclusion 37

9Vv6531/R00001/303619/PBor
23 February 2010 iv

SER - BSB S73 application
Final Report



20

21

22

23

24

SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENT

20.1 Context
20.2 Implications associated with this application
20.3 Conclusion

IMPLICATIONS FOR THE STOUR AND ORWELL ESTUARIES DESIGNATED

AREA (SPA)

21.1 Context

21.2 Implications associated with this application
21.3 Conclusion

CONCLUSIONS

IN-COMBINATION EFFECTS

23.1 Previous assessments
23.2 Conclusions
REFERENCES

APPENDIX 1: ANNOTATED SUMMARY IMPACTS TABLE FROM THE PREVIOUS

ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT

APPENDIX 2: REVISED FLOOD RISK ASSESSMENT. DETAILED ASSESSMENT

AGAINST PPS25

APPENDIX 3: SUMMARY OF PREDICTED IN-COMBINATION EFFECTS

ASSOCIATED WITH THE DEVELOPMENT OF BATHSIDE BAY AND
RECONFIGURATION OF FELIXSTOWE SOUTH

38
38
38
39

40
40
41
42
43
44
44
45

46

21

28

SER - BSB S73 application

9V6531/R00001/303619/PBor

Final Report -V- 23 February 2010



11

1.2

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND
Current planning permission and conditions

Hutchison Ports (UK) Ltd (HPUK) submitted a planning application to extend Harwich
International Port into Bathside Bay in 2003. Due to the nature of the development this
application was accompanied by a full Environmental Statement (ES) (Royal Haskoning
2003). That ES was founded upon a previous environmental statement submitted in
support of an application for tidal works pursuant to the legislation originally authorising
the reclamation of Bathside Bay.

Following a public inquiry, planning permission was granted in 2006 for the reclamation
of Bathside Bay and development to provide an operational container terminal
comprising a series of works (03/00600/FUL, the “2006 Permission”). A harbour revision
order was also applied for to authorise works below the low watermark.

There are 54 conditions attached to the 2006 Permission. Condition 1 requires
implementation of the development by 2016. A number of other conditions relate to
works for the improvement of the A120(T), and there is also a section 106 agreement
associated with the 2006 Permission which has been amended subsequently by a deed
of variation. Among the principal obligations are:

provision of a small boat harbour prior to implementation of any tidal works, and
associated requirements (consented by 03/00601/FUL);

prior to implementation of the container terminal delivering the managed
realignment (compensatory habitat) at Little Oakley (works consented by
03/01200/FUL)

payment of air quality management and conservation area contributions
submission of a travel plan, employment strategy, wetland zone management
strategy and tree planting scheme;

entering into a section 278 agreement for cycling and pedestrian improvement
works; and

ongoing obligations dealing with lighting and other matters.

A listed building consent was also secured for works to the Grade Il listed train ferry
pier/gantry (03/00602/LBC).

Current application

HPUK remains committed to the container terminal development but in the light of the
current economic situation has reviewed its position and is making an application to
Tendring District Council (TDC) under section 73 TCPA 1990 (as amended) for the
variation of conditions attached to the 2006 Permission that relate to highways works. It
is believed that equal protection can be afforded to the public and the environment if the
point at which those conditions are to be fulfilled is put back so as to allow the container
terminal sub-structure to be built.

Specifically this application is to vary Conditions 3 (Phasing), 45 (Highways), 46
(Highways) and 47 (Highways) and to delete and replace Conditions 41 (Highways), 42
(Highways), 43 (Highways) and 44 (Highways) of Planning Permission 03/00600/FUL in
respect of the Proposed Bathside Bay Container Terminal. If a permission is granted
pursuant to this application the development must commence by 2016 in any case.

9V6531/R00001/303619/PBor SER - BSB S73 application
23 February 2010 -2- Final Report



2.1

2.2

PURPOSE/STATUS OF THE REPORT
Context of this Supplementary Environmental Report

The ES for the Bathside Bay Container Terminal was prepared to accompany a planning
application under the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and was prepared in
accordance with the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment)
(England and Wales) Regulations 1999 (the EIA Regulations). A scoping opinion under
Regulation 10(1) of the above Regulations was formally sought from TDC by HPUK, and
received in December 2002. All items identified in the scoping opinion were considered
in the ES which addressed the environmental implications of the land-based aspects of
the proposed development and, for completeness, issues relevant to the tidal works and
channel deepening (the subject of other applications).

This current application under section 73 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 to
vary the conditions attached to the 2006 Permission will result in a new planning
application/permission for a container terminal development. As a result, the application
could require an environmental impact assessment (EIA) under Schedule 1, paragraph
7 of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (England and
Wales) Regulations 1999, because it relates to a trading port which can accommodate
vessels over 1,350 tonnes.

However, because the application is a variation to a permission already granted slightly
different considerations apply. In this regard it is necessary to consider paragraph 21 of
Schedule 1 to these regulations which does not apply where the change (in this case the
re-ordering of conditions) will not result in significant environmental effects. Similarly,
paragraph 13(a) of Schedule 2 to the EIA Regulations does not apply. This
Supplementary Environmental Report (SER) and the accompanying Supplementary
Traffic Assessment (STA) are intended to satisfy TDC - as local planning authority — that
this is the case. It reviews and revises the EIA and original ES with respect to the
current application and assesses and updates effects that may have changed over time.
In doing this it accounts for assessments carried out prior and subsequent to the
submission of the previous planning application, and includes not only the previous ES
but supplementary information submitted in response to requests for further information
or clarification.

Format of this Supplementary Environmental Report

To enable simple comparison with the original ES, this SER follows a similar format. It is
arranged into sections which consider whether the current application, to vary the
conditions associated with the 2006 planning permission, is likely to result in
environmental impacts which differ in nature or significance from those identified in
relation to the extant consented development. In particular it identifies where any
changes might materially affect a planning consideration. These considerations are
identified in table form in Appendix 1 (described below) and are summarised in the
main sections of the report.

Following the structure of the main ES, this document considers impacts on:

Hydrodynamic and sedimentary regime;

Benthic invertebrate communities;

Ornithology;

Saltmarsh, other coastal vegetation and coastal invertebrates;

SER - BSB S73 application 9V6531/R00001/303619/PBor
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2.3

Fisheries resource;

Commercial fishing activity;
Water and sediment quality;
Landscape and visual setting;

Air quality;

Noise and vibration;

Commercial and recreational navigation;
Land-based recreation;

Marine archaeology;

Heritage;

Land drainage and flood defence;
Traffic and transportation;
Infrastructure; and
Socio-economics.

This report also addresses additional chapters contained within the previous document
which assessed impacts of the container terminal development in relation to:

Sustainability;
Implications for the Stour and Orwell Estuaries designated area (SPA); and
In-combination effects together with other nearby developments.

A separate STA is also submitted with this application, and supports the impact
assessment carried out in the SER. Several other documents are provided as
appendices. They support this review of the findings of the original ES and enable
comparison between the two documents. They are:

Appendix 1 which provides a copy of a table contained in the previous ES
identifying, in summary form, the nature and scale of impacts associated with
the Bathside Bay development. This is annotated in order to identify the results
of the current review;

Appendix 2: which reassesses the previous Flood Risk Assessment in light of
increased guidance released in the interim, and updates the report so as to be
compliant with the requirements of Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 25:
Development and Flood Risk; and

Appendix 3 which details the in-combination effects predicted from the
developments at Bathside Bay and HPUK'’s Felixstowe South Reconfiguration
(FSR).

The ES, through Supporting Document 1, considered issues relating to the offshore
disposal site (Inner Gabbard (East)). There are no changes with respect to the
assessment of impacts at this site associated with this application. Furthermore the site
is currently being used as an offshore disposal ground for FSR. It is therefore not
considered further in this report.

Key considerations
When considering this document it should be noted that:
The SER sets out to identify areas where the findings of the previous ES may

need to be revised in respect of the current application and in light of the
passage of time, including the development of new legislation;

9V6531/R00001/303619/PBor SER - BSB S73 application
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Where we refer in this report to the EIA (Environmental Impact Assessment) or
ES (Environmental Statement, reporting the findings of the EIA) for the Bathside
Bay Container Terminal (Posford Haskoning, 2003), we are referring to the EIA
activity undertaken in support of the extant planning permission (the 2006
Permission);

As the physical nature of the development remains unchanged, this SER
contains no figures or illustrations. Locations referred to in this document are
indicated on figures within the original ES; and

A reassessment of the local, regional and national planning context is provided
in the Planning Statement contained within the main application.

SER - BSB S73 application 9V6531/R00001/303619/PBor
Final Report -5- 23 February 2010



3.1

HYDRODYNAMIC AND SEDIMENTARY REGIME
Context
Tidal range and current speeds

The tidal range at Harwich is approximately 3.6m on mean spring tides and 2.3m on
mean neap tides, increasing upstream in both the Stour and Orwell estuaries. Tidal
currents at the mouth of the Stour estuary are 1m/s on the ebb tide and 0.7m/s on the
flood tide, reducing with distance upstream. Peak currents in the Orwell estuary are
slightly lower than those of the Stour. In the Harbour, tidal current speeds are greater
than in the Stour and Orwell with peak ebb currents of up to 1.5m/s and peak flood
currents of up to 1m/s.

Wave climate

Waves in the Stour and Orwell estuaries are mainly generated locally as a response to
wind action and so are generally relatively small. Waves in the Stour are typically of the
order of 0.2 to 0.3m high, but strong westerly winds can generate waves of over 1 metre
throughout much of the estuary. In the Orwell, waves are generally smaller, being
typically of the order of 0.1 to 0.2m in height. Some swell waves also propagate from
offshore through the mouth of the Harbour into the lower part of the estuaries.

Maintenance dredging and sediment replacement programme

In the Port of Felixstowe berths and approaches, large volumes of maintenance
dredging are undertaken each year. Based on comparisons of sequential bathymetric
surveys available at the time of the EIA for the Bathside Bay Container Terminal, the
average rate of sediment accumulation was about 8,000m*/day (the equivalent of
2.8Mm?3/year). In response to the 1998/2000 channel deepening, it was predicted that
the rate of siltation in the Harbour would increase to 9,000m®day (the equivalent of
3.3Mm°/year). At the time of writing the ES (Royal Haskoning, 2003), the rate of siltation
was therefore given as 2.8 to 3.3Mm? per year.

The Harwich Haven Authority (HHA) manages and records the maintenance dredging
activity carefully and has, over time, refined the dredging methods and technologies
involved. This has meant that the actual method of dredging has become an important
part of the sediment budget for the estuary system. At the time of the EIA, the dredging
practice resulted in only 72% (dry mass) of the sediment that accumulates in the
harbour area being placed in the dredgers for subsequent disposal. The remaining 28%
is dispersed within the harbour.

Since 1998, a programme of sediment replacement has been introduced to offset the
impacts of the 1998/2000 channel deepening on the intertidal areas of the estuaries. At
the time of the EIA, this programme returned a further 10% of the material that
accumulates in the harbour back into the estuary system. This was been achieved by
placements in the Harbour (at North Shelf), as well as subtidal placements and water
column recharge in the Stour estuary. The resulting effect of this dredging practice and
sediment replacement was that the mass of maintenance material annually taken
offshore for disposal was around 1.1M dry tonnes, the same as that prior to the 1993/94
channel deepening.

9V6531/R00001/303619/PBor SER - BSB S73 application
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3.2

Erosion of the intertidal areas

The ES reported that the intertidal areas of the Stour and Orwell estuary system are
eroding at a rate of 9.5ha/year in 1986, 9.3ha/year in 1997 and 9.5ha/year at the time of
writing the ES.

Changes in baseline data

Since the completion of the ES, the environmental monitoring programme that was
initiated following the 1998/2000 approach channel deepening has been ongoing and
has, therefore, provided further monitoring data to that which was available at the time of
the EIA. A key finding of this monitoring has been that the average annual observed
accumulation of sediment is the Harbour has been approximately 5,800m>day since the
1998/2000 approach channel deepening as opposed to the predicted 9,000m*/day
reported above (Royal Haskoning and HR Wallingford, 2010). Royal Haskoning and HR
Wallingford (2010) conclude that this observed reduction in accumulation rates could be
associated with:

1. Reductions in sediment supply from offshore (the main source of sediment)
resulting in reduced rates of siltation; and/or
2. Additional processes acting in the Harbour, such as the scouring effect of

shipping. This could provide an additional sediment feed into the estuary
system, reducing the volume of sediment that is required to be removed by
maintenance dredging.

As a result of the above, since the autumn of 2008 the volume of material that has been
introduced into the estuary system in the sediment replacement programme has been
reduced by over 50% compared with the period 2001 to 2007. This has been carried out
under a revised FEPA (Food and Environment Protection Act) licence issue by DEFRA.
Table 3.1 summarises the amounts of material placed within the estuary system and
Harbour over last year (1 June 2008 to 31 May 2009) and also the average placed over
the past 10 years (Royal Haskoning and HR Wallingford, 2010).

Table 3.1 Summary of amount of material placed in the estuary system and
Harbour as part of the sediment replacement programme

Activity 2008-2009 (approximate dry | Average for 1998-2009
tonnes) (approximate dry tonnes)

Estuary placements 42,400 90,000

Harbour placements 43,600 97,000

Changes in legislation, assessment practices or standards

There have been no changes to legislation, assessment practices or standards of
relevance to this aspect of the EIA process.

Implications associated with this application

The change in baseline data reported above does not have any significant implications
for the impact assessment that require further investigation. The observed reduction in
sediment accumulation rates could potentially mean that the impact of the scheme on
intertidal erosion rates would be less than that assessed in the ES in the event that the
assumption that the sediment supply to the system is lower than predicted at the time of

SER - BSB S73 application
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the EIA was correct. In this case, the implication would be that less material could
accumulate in the approaches and berths of the proposed development at Bathside Bay.
It follows that less material would be dredged during maintenance dredging and
removed from the estuary system.

In addition to the potential for the reduction in the magnitude of the predicted effect of
the proposed scheme on intertidal erosion rate, the change in the baseline data would
also mean that the recommended mitigation for this predicted effect (i.e. increasing the
volume of material returned to the estuary system through the maintenance dredging
programme) would be scaled down. This would also be the case in the event that the
impact assessment was unaltered as a result of the change in baseline data because
the monitoring has demonstrated that the sediment replacement programme as a whole
is over-mitigating for the predicted effects of development in the estuary system (hence
the reduction in quantity of material returned to the system since autumn 2008).

The implications of the above changes for this application with respect to the
assessment of impacts are summarised in the table in Appendix 1.
Conclusion

In light of the above, the conclusions of the ES remain unaltered with respect to this
application and no further assessment work is required.

9V6531/R00001/303619/PBor SER - BSB S73 application
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4.1

BENTHIC INVERTEBRATE COMMUNITIES
Context

Baseline benthic invertebrate communities

As part of the EIA process, a combination of different sources of information was used to
describe the intertidal and subtidal benthic invertebrate resource of the Bathside Bay
area and to put this into context with the remainder of the estuarine system. These
sources comprised:

A survey of the Stour and Orwell estuarine system undertaken by Unicomarine
on behalf of the HHA in 1997,

A survey of the intertidal and subtidal area within the footprint of the
development undertaken by Posford Haskoning in February 2001; and

A survey of the intertidal areas of the lower Stour Estuary undertaken by Posford
Haskoning in July 2001.

Based on the data collected from the surveys, biotopes were assigned in order to
categorise the communities present. The intertidal area at Bathside Bay is largely
dominated by the ragworm Hediste diversicolor and the Baltic tellin Macoma balthica.

The subtidal sites are dominated by the polychaete worm Aphelochaeta marioni and
oligochaetes (Tubificoides spp.), although a range of Polychaeta are also present. The
substratum is comprised of soft mud, although at a number of sites the mud was
cohesive and clay-like. These communities are widespread throughout the intertidal and
subtidal zones of the estuarine system. It was, therefore, concluded that Bathside Bay’s
benthic invertebrate resource is typical of the system as a whole and is of comparable
value in terms of diversity and abundance. There are, however, some localised
variations in community structure; for example, the community within the existing
approach channel to Bathside Bay is relatively impoverished.

Changes in baseline data

As part of the monitoring agreement for the 1998/2000 approach channel deepening, a
wide-scale benthic survey programme was introduced, to be repeated on a 5 yearly
cycle. The results of the first survey (1997) were incorporated into the ES for the
Bathside Bay Container Terminal. The second survey was undertaken in 2003.
Subsequent to this (in 2007), it was agreed with the Regulators Group that oversees
monitoring in Harwich Haven that the benthic community monitoring programme should
be amended to cover fewer stations; the amended programme did not include any
stations in Bathside Bay.

The results of the 2003 survey undertaken by Unicomarine (Worsfold 2005) found that
the same benthic community is present within Bathside Bay as described in the ES on
the basis of the survey undertaken in 1997, indicating that the benthic community is
stable in this area. Consequently, it is concluded that there is no significant change in
baseline data since the EIA was undertaken.

Changes in legislation, assessment practices or standards

There have been no changes to legislation, assessment practices or standards of
relevance to this aspect of the EIA process.

SER - BSB S73 application 9V6531/R00001/303619/PBor
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4.2

4.3

Implications associated with this application

The additional baseline data now available has no implications for the findings of the EIA
(see Appendix 1).

Conclusion

In light of the above, the conclusions of the ES remain unaltered with respect to this
application and no further assessment work is required.

9V6531/R00001/303619/PBor SER - BSB S73 application
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5.1

ORNITHOLOGY
Context
Baseline ornithology

The majority of the Stour and Orwell estuarine system is designated as a Site of Special
Scientific Interest (SSSI) under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981, Special
Protection Area (SPA) under the EC Wild Birds Directive (79/409/EEC) and a Ramsar
site under the 1972 Ramsar Convention on wetlands of international importance. At the
time of the EIA, Bathside Bay was outside of the boundary of the SPA, although it had
been proposed for designation as a SSSI and for inclusion within the Stour and Orwell
Estuaries SPA (and, therefore, had the status of proposed SPA (pSPA)).

An assessment of the importance of Bathside Bay as a roosting habitat for waterfowl
was made based on data collected as part of the Wetland Birds Survey (WeBS) over the
most recent five winters for which data was available (1995/96 to 1999/00) at the time of
the EIA. The assessment showed that Bathside Bay is of most importance for 3 species
of wildfowl; dark-bellied Brent geese, shelduck and mallard. Overall, over the period
1995/96 to 1999/00, Bathside Bay supported 3.1% of the total wildfowl! in the Stour and
Orwell estuarine system.

The bay was found to be relatively more important for roosting waders than wildfowl,
supporting 6.6% of the estuarine wader population during the winter and 1.9% and 4.3%
during the spring and autumn respectively. The bay is of most importance for
oystercatcher, ringed plover, knot, sanderling and dunlin, supporting a maximum five
year mean peak of 29.5%, 19.4%, 6.7%, 100% and 6.2% of the estuarine population for
these species respectively.

Over the low water period, Bathside Bay supported 2.2% and 2.4% of the waterfowl
population of the estuarine system in 1999/2000 and 2000/2001 respectively; the
Bathside Bay count sector occupies 2.8% of the total counted area of the estuarine
system. Therefore, Bathside Bay is of comparable importance overall in terms of the
total feeding waterfowl population (all species) it supports in relation to the remainder of
the estuarine system.

Breeding birds

Additional information submitted in support of the previous application also addressed
the issue of breeding birds. Three surveys were carried out and whilst Bathside Bay was
determined to have ‘some importance’ for breeding birds, that importance was not
considered atypical. Whilst habitat loss due to construction cannot be mitigated, it was
considered to be compensated for regionally by the compensatory habitat scheme at
Hamford Water.

Changes in baseline data

Since the EIA was undertaken, Bathside Bay has been designated and now forms part
of the Stour and Orwell Estuaries SPA and Ramsar site.

Low water waterbird counts have been ongoing since the winter of 1999/2000, with the
most recent reported counts being from the winter of 2008/2009 (Suffolk Wildlife Trust
2008). These counts provide the best indication of the value of Bathside Bay to feeding

SER - BSB S73 application 9V6531/R00001/303619/PBor
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5.2

waterbirds as they are undertaken over the period 1.5 hours either side of low water.
The result of the analysis of this data is presented in the following Table 5.1.

Table 5.1 Summary of waterbird count data (low water) over the winters of 2006-
2007 to 2008-2009

2008-2009 November 08 December 08 January 09 February 09
Bathside Bay 1,355 1,241 1,332 No count
Stour and Orwell 43,203 42,662 57,695 -
Percentage usage | 3.1 2.9 2.3 -

of Bathside Bay

2007-2008 November 07 December 07 January 08 February 08
Bathside Bay 951 1,008 1,935 866

Stour and Orwell 45,974 50,588 55,646 54,244
Percentage usage | 2.1 2.0 3.5 1.6

of Bathside Bay

2006-2007 November 06 December 06 January 07 February 07
Bathside Bay 1,291 895 993 1,900

Stour and Orwell 55,351 58,711 67,511 52,513
Percentage usage | 2.3 1.5 15 3.6

of Bathside Bay

The above analysis shows that Bathside Bay remains of importance for feeding
waterbirds in the context of the estuary system, supporting between 1.5% and 3.6% of
the estuary waterbird population based on counts over the winters 2006-2007 to 2008-
2009. The data support the conclusions drawn in the ES with respect to the importance
of Bathside Bay for waterbirds over the low water period and Bathside Bay remains of
comparable value to the remainder of the estuary system for feeding waterbirds.

There is evidence to suggest that the importance of Bathside Bay has increased over
time for some species (Brent goose in particular) which have shown localised changes
on the Stour estuary; particularly declines in the mid-estuary and increased use of bay in
recent years (Suffolk Wildlife Trust 2008).

Changes in legislation, assessment practices or standards

There have been no changes to legislation, assessment practices or standards of
relevance to this aspect of the EIA process.

Implications associated with this application

The change in designated status of Bathside Bay does not have any implications for the
application given that the EIA process recognised that Bathside Bay was of sufficient
quality to be designated as SPA and assessed the site as if it was fully designated (in
line with relevant European guidance relating to pSPAS). This approach was recognised
and endorsed by Natural England (English Nature at the time), as well as the RSPB.

The waterbird data gathered since the EIA was completed does not affect the impact
assessment originally undertaken with respect to ornithology. These findings informed
the assessment of the implications of the proposed development on the designated
status of the Stour and Orwell Estuaries SPA; this is discussed in Chapter 21.
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The implications of this application with respect to the assessment of impacts are
summarised in the table in Appendix 1.
Conclusion

In light of the above, the conclusions of the ES remain unaltered with respect to this
application and no further assessment work is required with respect to ornithology.
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6.1

SALTMARSH, OTHER COASTAL VEGETATION AND COASTAL
INVERTEBRATES

Context
Saltmarsh resource within Bathside Bay

A survey of the saltmarsh within Bathside Bay was undertaken by Posford Haskoning in
2001; within each different stand of vegetation species abundance was recorded. A total
of 6 species were identified during the course of the survey: Salicornia europaea, S.
perrennis, Puccinellia maritima, Atriplex portulacoides, Spartina sp. and Spergularia
media, all of which are relatively common and widespread around the coast of East
Anglia.

A walkover survey of the conspicuous flora on previously reclaimed areas of land
around the fringes of Bathside Bay was also undertaken by Posford Haskoning in
September 1999. The survey found that the species present are typical species often
encountered in coastal regions. Furthermore, the floral assemblages at the eastern and
western ends of the bay are very similar.

Coastal vegetation

The uninterrupted transition from saltmarsh to terrestrial habitats is important in Bathside
Bay. The transition from saltmarsh to maritime terrestrial habitat occurs behind and in
the ‘lee’ of the sand and shingle spit and in the south-western corner of the bay.

The plant communities of the spit area are all common and widespread coastal
vegetation types, with two exceptions; the open, low and dry form of Elytrigia atherica
saltmarsh and the non-NVC Plantago coronopus dominated grassland. These may be of
some local nature conservation interest.

Three plant species which are Nationally Scarce and a number of plant species which
are notable in an Essex context are present within the site. On the reclaimed area
Catapodium marinum (rare in the county) and Vulpia myuros (uncommon but
widespread in Essex) are present. These two species are present in the vegetation of
the east, south and west of the bay.

Bathside Bay as a whole, therefore, is at least locally important in habitat, plant
community and plant species terms.

Coastal invertebrates

Invertebrate habitats at Bathside Bay are limited. The bulk of the western part of the site
has been levelled, probably capped and is devoid of intrinsic invertebrate interest. At the
same time, there is a considerable degree of interest concentrated in the few remaining
areas of semi-natural vegetation, primarily at the eastern end of the site but also in the
sand and gravel ridge on the west side of the bay and on the spit in the north-east.

There is a reasonable complement of species with a conservation status, totalling nine
Nationally Notable species and 30 Nationally Local species. Although none of the
recorded species are listed in the UK Red Data Book, two (Haplodrassus dalmatensis
and Typhochrestus digitatus) are listed as Threatened in the county.
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For two more species (Pardosa agrestis and Zodarion italicum), Essex populations are
regarded as Regionally Important in south-east England. The spider H. dalmatensis is
only otherwise recorded in Essex at Colne Point, and has a strong association with sand
dunes. The spider Z. italicum was discovered as new to Britain in Essex only a few
years ago. It has a very restricted distribution in Britain, being confined almost entirely to
the Thames estuary with a few outliers.

Reptiles

Following submission of the previous ES, and in response to a request for further
information and clarification, surveys were carried out to assess site use by reptiles.
Surveys found no reptiles on the eastern side of the bay, but both juveniles and adults
were found to the west. Although there was not predicted to be a total loss of habitat as
a result of the works, suitable mitigation was proposed and the residual impact was
identified as minor adverse.

Changes in baseline data

No additional detailed surveys of the saltmarsh, coastal vegetation or coastal
invertebrates have been undertaken since the EIA. However, Worsfold (2005) maps
saltmarsh as being present in the upper intertidal areas in the south of Bathside Bay and
a sandy strandline habitat around the fringes of the bay. This confirms that the
transitional habitats within the bay remain and, given that there has been no
development within the site since the EIA was undertaken, it is unlikely that the habitats
and species present will have significantly changed since the EIA.

Changes in legislation, assessment practices or standards

There have been no changes to legislation, assessment practices or standards of
relevance to this aspect of the EIA process.

Implications associated with this application

It is concluded that the findings of the EIA are unaltered with respect to saltmarsh,
coastal vegetation and coastal invertebrates. Previous findings relating to reptiles are
also considered to be unaltered.

The implications of this application with respect to the assessment of impacts are
summarised in the table in Appendix 1.

Conclusion

In light of the above, the conclusions of the ES remain unaltered with respect to this

application and no further assessment work is required with respect to saltmarsh,
coastal vegetation, coastal invertebrates or reptiles.
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FISHERIES RESOURCE
Context
Fisheries baseline

Beam trawl surveys of fish and shrimp populations within the Stour and Orwell estuaries
have been undertaken for a number of years by Unicomarine on behalf of the HHA.
Monthly surveys were undertaken by Unicomarine Ltd from June 1999 to June 2000;
these surveys recommenced in December 2001 on a bi-monthly basis.

A number of species of commercial importance were sampled during the surveys. These
species are primarily sole Solea solea and, depending on the market demand, brown
shrimp Crangon crangon. Other incidental species present of commercial interest are
eels Anguilla anguilla, bass Dicentrarchus labrax and grey mullet (Harwich Fishermen’s
Association, pers. comm.).

During 2002, the presence of the native flat oyster Ostrea edulis was discovered. This
species was found to occur in the middle reaches of the Stour Estuary, notably within
Holbrook Bay, Jacques Bay and up to Ballast Hill. In addition to being a commercially
targeted species, O. edulis is of high biodiversity value and is the subject of a
Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP). The sediment replacement programme referred to in
Chapter 3 has been modified in response to this; that is, to ensure that no adverse
affects arise.

Changes in baseline data

Intertidal fish surveys began in May 2002 and were designed to investigate the
importance of intertidal regions for fish and shrimp populations. Surveys were conducted
each month from May 2002 to February 2003 and then bi- monthly from April 2003 and
February 2008. In the first survey, May 2002, a total of 29 sites were trawled this
number was reduced to 10 sites by January 2003.

All fish, shrimp and plankton sampling stopped in December 2004. However, sampling
recommenced in April 2006 and beam trawls, pelagic trawls and intertidal fish/shrimp
surveys were undertaken every other month until February 2008.

Sand gobies Pomatoschitus spp. and brown shrimp Crangon crangon have been the
most abundant taxa recorded in the intertidal fish surveys, far exceeding all other
species in abundance. Bass Dicentrarchus labrax have also been consistently caught
throughout the surveys and is the most abundant commercially important fish taxa
(Brackenreed-Johnston et al, 2009).

The fisheries surveys undertaken since the EIA support the findings of the surveys that
informed the ES and the impact assessment undertaken, with no additional information
coming forward that would affect the conclusions of the ES with respect to fisheries
resource.

9V6531/R00001/303619/PBor SER - BSB S73 application
23 February 2010 -16 - Final Report



7.2

7.3

Changes in legislation, assessment practices or standards

There have been no changes to legislation, assessment practices or standards of
relevance to this aspect of the EIA process.

Implications associated with this application

It is concluded that the findings of the EIA are unaltered with respect to the fisheries
resource.

The implications of this application with respect to the assessment of impacts are
summarised in the table in Appendix 1.

Conclusion

In light of the above, the conclusions of the ES remain unaltered with respect to this
application and no further assessment work is required with respect to the fisheries
resource.
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COMMERCIAL FISHING ACTIVITY
Context

At the time of the EIA, there were 21 full time vessels operating from the Harwich
Harbour area. These vessels were based at Harwich, Shotley and Levington. Fishing
within the harbour represents only part of the commercial activity. Of the vessels based
at Harwich, six under 10m vessels concentrate fishing effort on sole Solea solea, cod
Gadus morhua and bass Dicentrarchus labrax. Eight vessels use the otter trawl method
in the summer months, fishing mainly for Dover sole.

The sole fishery is considered to be of most importance to local fishermen. Historically,
there has been a sizeable fishery for brown shrimp Crangon crangon and pink shrimp
Pandalus montagui. However, since 1995, there has not been any full time shrimp
fishery due to the low numbers of these species present.

Changes in baseline data

The most recent fishing vessel statistics (from December 2009) available on the Marine
and Fisheries Agency website (www.mfa.gov.uk) show that there are 20 registered and
licensed vessels of under 10m overall length which have their home port at Harwich
(there are no vessels of over 10m in length).

The importance of Harwich as a base for commercial fishing activity is, therefore,
currently very similar to that at the time of the EIA. Although the target species are likely
to vary over time with market demand, the same species remain of commercial
importance.

Changes in legislation, assessment practices or standards

There have been no changes to legislation, assessment practices or standards of
relevance to this aspect of the EIA process.

Implications associated with this application

It is concluded that the findings of the EIA are unaltered with respect to commercial
fishing activity.

The implications of this application with respect to the assessment of impacts are
summarised in the table in Appendix 1.

Conclusion

In light of the above, the conclusions of the ES remain unaltered with respect to this

application and no further assessment work is required with respect to commercial
fishing activity.
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WATER AND SEDIMENT QUALITY
Context

Water quality data collected by the Environment Agency for the study area shows that
the mean concentration of all metals, with the exception of zinc, is below 2 g/l. The
reason for the higher level of zinc is, probably, that it is naturally more prevalent. Low
concentrations of cadmium and mercury are also normal as these metals are less
abundant naturally.

There is little variability in pH, salinity and temperature. This is probably due to the fact
that the Agency® monitoring station is near to the mouth of the estuary and is, therefore,
likely to be fully saline for the majority of the time and influenced little by freshwater
inputs.

The sediments within and adjacent to Bathside Bay are thought to be relatively
unaffected by significant historical industrial discharges. However, in order to assess the
guality of the sediments within the intertidal area in Bathside Bay and the subtidal area
in the vicinity of the bay, 23 sediment samples were taken and analysed. The analysis
was undertaken by CEFAS. A range of determinands was measured, including:

A suite of heavy metals;
Organotins (tributyl tin (TBT) and dibutyl tin (DBT)); and
Particle size distribution.

In the absence of published UK sediment quality guidelines, the sediment quality of the
samples at Bathside Bay was assessed in relation to the Canadian interim sediment
quality guidelines (ISQGSs). This assessment shows that for the majority of samples from
Bathside Bay, the concentration of cadmium, chromium, mercury and zinc is less than or
equal to the ISQG level. However, the concentration of arsenic, copper and lead is
above the ISQG level for the majority of samples; although none of the samples
exceeded the probable effects level (PEL) for any metal. Above the PEL, the incidence
of adverse biological effect increases. In this case, however, it was determined that the
source of these materials was likely to be natural and that the benthic organisms in the
vicinity of Bathside Bay will be adapted to the environmental conditions in the prevailing
area.

Based on previous experience of contaminated sediments in other UK estuaries, the
TBT and DBT concentration of the sediments at Bathside Bay can be considered to be
relatively low.

Changes in baseline data

No further baseline information is available on the quality of sediments at Bathside Bay.
However, it is highly unlikely that the baseline situation as described above will have
significant changed over time given that sediments have not been subject to

disturbance.

Furthermore, given that the Bathside Bay area is near the mouth of the estuary and
subject tidal influence, the water quality is unlikely to vary significantly over time.

Changes in legislation, assessment practices or standards
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The European Union (EU) Water Framework Directive (2000/60/EC) was transposed
into law in England and Wales by the Water Environment (Water Framework Directive)
(England and Wales) Regulations 2003 (Statutory Instrument 2003 No. 3242). The
Directive applies to all water bodies (defined management units of the coast, an estuary,
river or lake) over a certain size and sets Environmental Objectives linked to ecological
quality. Any activity that has the potential to prevent the waterbody meeting these
(broadly speaking either by causing deterioration in ecological quality or preventing
improvement) needs to be assessed. Impacts could occur as a result of biological,
physical (hydromorphological) or physico-chemical changes. It is therefore necessary to
consider the possible changes associated with any new development in the context of
the requirements of the WFD at an appropriate point. For certain projects, criteria under
the Directive allow for deterioration in ecological quality.

The approach to assessing whether a development will prevent a water body from
meeting its Environmental Objectives is still not explicitly defined. It is clear that it should
be part of the ongoing environmental assessment and design process for the project;
ensuring that the relevant criteria are taken account of throughout the process.
However, elsewhere the Environment Agency has advised that it is appropriate for
potential impacts to be assessed during detailed design and considered in any
application for discharge consent.

No other changes to legislation, assessment practices or standards are of relevance to
this aspect of the EIA process.

Implications associated with this application

It is concluded that the findings of the EIA are unaltered with respect to water and
sediment quality. The implications of this application with respect to the assessment of
impacts are summarised in the table in Appendix 1.

The projects’ compliance with the requirements of the Water Framework Directive will be
considered in conjunction with the Environment Agency during the detailed design
phase of the works.

Conclusion

In light of the above, the conclusions of the ES remain unaltered with respect to this
application and in the context of the planning application no further assessment work is
required with respect to water and sediment quality. Consultation will be undertaken with
the Environment Agency with respect to the WFD in due course.
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10.1

LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL SETTING
Context

The proposed development site is located on the eastern end of a peninsula, on the
southern shores of the River Stour. Bathside Bay lies to the north of Dovercourt, west of
the historic town of Harwich, which extends into the estuary fringed by low-key riverside
facilities, and east of Parkeston, which has an extensive industrial character.

Immediately to the west, the site adjoins Harwich International Port (HIP) which is a
dominant feature in the area. Felixstowe and the deep-sea container port lie within
1.5km to the east of the site; the large industrial area of the port has a dominant impact
on the estuary and is clearly visible from the site.

The study area is of a rural character to the far west of the site, beyond HIP, and
industrialised and settled to the east; Dovercourt and Harwich form a large and relatively
dense settlement. Shotley Gate overlooks the site from slightly elevated land to the
north and across the estuary.

The main road-based traffic uses the A120 Harwich Bypass and the B1352, but the
influence of traffic on the A120 in the local and immediate area is minor. A railway line
extends along the northern and western edge of Harwich and Dovercourt.

The most significant features contributing to site character are:

Open views across the river channel,

The relatively contained character of the bay, fringed on three sides by
settlements;

The intertidal mudflats and rough grassland of the reclaimed land;

Views to the Port of Felixstowe;

The low horizon of Harwich viewing east, rising to approximately 4m Above
Ordnance Datum (AOD) and surmounted by settlement;

The perched settlement of Dovercourt and the associated tree cover of The
Hangings;

The linear and harsh character of the A120, without planting;

The elevated section of the A120 at the Phoenix Bridge;

Views to, and the association of the western edges of the bay with, Parkeston
Quay;

The flatness of the bay and its dynamic tidal character; and

The character of clear water and the visual link to the wider estuary and land
rising to 25m AOD at Shotley Gate and in the mouth of the Orwell Estuary.

There are three Conservation Areas within the study area, at Harwich, Dovercourt, and
Mistley and Manningtree.

A detailed assessment of potential effects on the landscape and visual environment led
to ‘mitigation by design’ - designing the proposed development to minimise its landscape
impact. This included consideration nearby settlements, the setting of Scheduled
Ancient Monuments (SAMs) and listed buildings and the surrounding landscape.

The visual envelope of the scheme was considered to include the rising ground of the
Suffolk Coast and Heaths Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) across the
estuary, including Shotley and the mouth of the Orwell estuary, and the Port of
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Felixstowe and Landguard Point to the east. The elevated areas of Dovercourt would
experience open views of the port, although much of the settlement faces away from the
bay.

Changes in baseline data

No further baseline information is available on landscape and visual resource around
Bathside Bay. Some changes have occurred in the vicinity, relating to developments in
Harwich and the implementation of the FSR project at the Port of Felixstowe. The
Mistley and Manningtree Conservation Area has recently been the subject of
consultation, including some potential revisions to its extent, and landscape street works
have been introduced as part of the by-pass project. However these are considered
minor in extent and nature, and do not materially affect the sensitivity of the landscape
or the assessment of the impact upon visual receptors. They are not considered to affect
the previous determination.

Changes in legislation, assessment practices or standards

There have been no changes to legislation, assessment practices or standards of
relevance to this aspect of the EIA process.

Implications associated with this application

It is concluded that the findings of the EIA are unaltered with respect to impacts of the
proposed development on landscape and the visual setting.

The implications of the above changes on this application are summarised in the table in
Appendix 1.

Conclusion

In light of the above, the conclusions of the ES remain unaltered with respect to this
application and no further assessment work is required with respect to landscape and
visual setting.

9V6531/R00001/303619/PBor SER - BSB S73 application
23 February 2010 -22- Final Report



11

111

11.2

AIR QUALITY
Context
Background Air Quality

Exhaust emissions of nitrogen dioxide and PMjg particulate matter and their impact
upon existing background pollutant concentrations were considered in the previous EIA.
Since the 2003 ES and the subsequent Inquiry, the approach to derivation of
background values has been changed in the Government’'s Technical Guidance on air
quality (Defra 2009). Predicted pollutant background concentrations for 2007
(construction year), 2010 and a full scheme operational year of 2022 were presented in
the original ES. In each case the modelled values from the UK Air Quality Archive are
now lower than was the case in the original study (although projections are now only
available up until 2020). The impact of the proposed construction programme, and a
delayed impact of road freight transportation, would be upon a lower baseline, and so
future overall air pollutant concentrations would be expected to be no worse or
marginally lower than were originally predicted.

TDC has continued to fulfil its duties under the Local Air Quality Management regime,
with a rolling programme of ‘review and assessment’ reports being submitted to Defra.
The Authority has not declared any formal Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) since
the original submissions, and so there is no additional consideration for potential
impacts upon a statutory designation.

Changes in Baseline Traffic Data

A key aspect of the original submissions and evidence at the Inquiry was the impact of
road traffic exhaust emissions. The Transportation Assessment (TA) submitted included
baseline surveys and predictive modelling of the impact of traffic generated by the
construction and operation of the scheme. Since then further survey work has been
undertaken on the A12 and part of the A120. The traffic levels from these most recent
surveys show generally lower AADT flows than were originally predicted for 2008, and
lower road traffic exhaust emissions would be associated with reduced roadside air
pollutant concentrations. The overall impact of generated traffic emissions associated
with the construction of the scheme will be no greater than were originally assessed,
and will be adding to a lower baseline of traffic-related emissions.

Implications associated with this application

There will be no adverse implications for local air quality arising from this application.
The construction phase (including construction traffic) will give rise to the same air
guality emissions as were originally described, upon a generally lower baseline, in terms
of both ambient air pollutant concentrations and current traffic levels.

Condition 13 of the Planning Consent required the submission of a Construction
Management Plan (CMP), including proposals for construction dust management. This
application has no implications for this commitment, and fugitive construction dust will be
managed and controlled in accordance with the original submissions.

The delay to the start of operations at Bathside Bay means that higher baseline road
traffic flows are likely to exist in the scheme opening year and subsequent years. This

SER - BSB S73 application 9V6531/R00001/303619/PBor
Final Report -23- 23 February 2010



11.3

implies a reduction in the short-term impact immediately after operations commence as
the relative increase in traffic exhaust emissions will be lower than previously predicted.
The delay in the introduction of operational road traffic will not change the predicted
absolute impact on associated emissions once the terminal is fully operational; the
cumulative traffic levels will be the same in any future year in which the terminal
operates at full capacity. The long-term impact will therefore remain as predicted in the
ES. This also applies to the impact of emissions from any additional rail and vessel
traffic.

Conclusion

In light of the above, the conclusions of the ES remain unaltered with respect to this
application. No further impact assessment studies are required and no additional
adverse impacts on local air quality are envisaged.
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12.2

NOISE AND VIBRATION
Context
Changes in baseline data

A baseline noise survey was conducted as part of the original EIA and it was observed
that under certain meteorological conditions activities at the Port of Felixstowe
significantly influenced the measured noise levels. Other significant factors were road
traffic and local noise. Since the submission of the ES, an expansion of the container
terminal has been granted consent at Felixstowe South and this is currently under
construction. It is expected that the new FSR quay will be operational prior to
commencement of operations at the Bathside Bay site and the associated activities will
increase ambient noise levels in the study area to some degree. Additionally, baseline
traffic flows on affected roads will be subject to underlying growth prior to the scheme
opening years, potentially resulting in increased baseline road traffic noise levels.

Changes in legislation, assessment practices or standards

Various changes in legislation and guidance have occurred since the submission of the
ES. Changes relevant to the assessment are summarised below.

Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB) (HA, 2009): A revised document
was issued in 2009, with some changes made to certain aspects of the ‘simple’
and ‘detailed’ road traffic noise assessment methodologies.

British Standard (BS) 5228-1: Code of practice for noise and vibration control on
construction and open sites — Part 1: Noise (BSI, 2009a). The 2009 update to
this Standard introduced a revised database of noise levels and a discussion of
appropriate assessment criteria. The plant noise levels within the new database
are typically lower than previous version of BS 5228, as it represents more
modern plant. The assessment criteria used in the ES are mentioned in the
updated Standard and remain valid.

British Standard (BS) 5228-2: Code of practice for noise and vibration control on
construction and open sites — Part 2: Vibration (BSI, 2009b). The relevant
changes in this Standard comprise revised vibration levels in the context of
cosmetic damage to buildings. The previous standard gave values of between
10 mm/s and 30 mm/s for different building types, whereas the updated standard
increased these values to between 15 mm/s and 50 mm/s for the same building
type.

British Standard 6472-1: Guide to evaluation of human exposure to vibration in
buildings — Part 1: Vibration sources other than blasting (BSI, 2008). The upper
vibration dose threshold for residential buildings at night was changed from a
specific value (0.51 mm/s™"®) to a range of values (0.4 to 0.8 mm/s™").

Implications associated with this application

The changes in the baseline noise situation reported above do not have any significant
implications for the impact assessment such that further surveys, modelling or other
investigation is warranted. The potential increase in ambient noise levels due to the new
guay at Felixstowe South would mean that the relative impact of subsequent activities at
Bathside Bay would, if anything, reduce. This applies to noise from on-site aspects of
both the construction and operation of the container terminal.

SER - BSB S73 application 9V6531/R00001/303619/PBor
Final Report -25- 23 February 2010



12.3

The delay to the start of operations at Bathside Bay means that higher baseline road
traffic flows are likely to exist in the scheme opening year and subsequent years. This
implies a reduction in the short-term impact immediately after operations commence as
the relative increase in traffic noise levels will be lower than previously predicted. The
delay in the introduction of operational road traffic would not change the predicted
absolute traffic noise impact once the terminal is fully operational; the cumulative traffic
levels would be the same in any future year in which the terminal operates at full
capacity. The long-term impact would therefore remain as predicted in the ES. This also
applies to the noise impact of additional rail traffic.

The changes to legislation and guidance do not have implications that require
reassessment. Changes to the DMRB do not affect the outcomes of the assessment, as
the assessment methods employed to calculate the percentage of people ‘bothered’ by
a development impact have not been updated. The changes to BS 5228 would not affect
the outcomes of the assessment, as the updated database of noise levels from plant
could well result in a reduction of predicted noise from some construction activities. With
respect to assessment of vibration, the ES stated that a moderate impact from vibration
due to piling was likely, as predicted levels exceeded the thresholds given in BS 6472.
The small changes made to these levels in the updated Standard would not affect this
assessment. As the thresholds for cosmetic building damage within BS 5228 were
increased, there would be no significant change in impact.

Conclusion
In light of the above, the conclusions of the ES remain unaltered with respect to this

application and no further assessment work is required with respect to noise and
vibration.

9V6531/R00001/303619/PBor SER - BSB S73 application
23 February 2010 - 26 - Final Report



13

13.1

13.2

13.3

COMMERCIAL AND RECREATIONAL NAVIGATION
Context

Commercial navigation in the vicinity of Bathside Bay is dominated by the ferries
travelling from Harwich International Port to northern Europe. Trinity House Lighthouse
Service operates a number of buoy servicing vessels from its Harwich depot and a
historic navigation right exists within Gas House Creek to the east of Bathside Bay.

Recreational navigation is also popular within the estuaries, with a number of marinas
being located in the Orwell Estuary. A floating barge moored in the north-east corner of
Bathside Bay is used as a clubhouse by The Harwich and Dovercourt Sailing Club,
although this is being replaced with a new vessel. There is also a boatyard and
associated activity takes place on land to the seaward side of the seawall.

Proposals for the construction of a small boat harbour in Gas House Creek, to replace
and compensate for the loss of trot moorings as a result of channel deepening activities,
have been developed (and are subject of an additional planning permission).

Changes in baseline data

Whilst the current economic climate means that past projections for shipping
movements are unlikely to have been realised, this is not considered to have a
significant effect on the local baseline.

Changes in legislation, assessment practices or standards

There have been no changes to legislation, assessment practices or standards of
relevance to this aspect of the EIA process.

Implications associated with this application

It is concluded that the findings of the EIA are unaltered with respect to commercial and
recreational navigation.

The implications of this application with respect to the assessment of impacts are
summarised in the table in Appendix 1.

Conclusion

In light of the above, the conclusions of the ES remain unaltered with respect to this

application and no further assessment work is required with respect to commercial and
recreational navigation.
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14.1

14.2

14.3

LAND-BASED RECREATION
Context

Bathside Bay and the immediate surrounding area has traditionally been used for a
number of informal recreational pursuits, although a perimeter fence around the bay
prevents access to the areas in private ownership. No public rights of way exist within
the proposed development area. Informal activities such as birdwatching, angling and
cycling do occur.

Changes in baseline data

A new park has being created beside the Dovercourt Dock River and has part of a
national cycle route running through it (the Sustrans cycle route). However, there are not
considered to be any changes to the baseline situation which have implications for the
assessment undertaken as part of the EIA.

Changes in legislation, assessment practices or standards

There have been no changes to legislation, assessment practices or standards of
relevance to this aspect of the EIA process.

Implications associated with this application

It is concluded that the findings of the EIA are unaltered with respect to land-based
recreation.

The implications of this application with respect to the assessment of impacts are
summarised in the table in Appendix 1.

Conclusion

In light of the above, the conclusions of the ES remain unaltered with respect to this
application and no further assessment work is required with respect to land-based
recreation.
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15.1

ARCHAEOLOGY AND HERITAGE
Context

A range of records, maps and literature relating to the historic environment was
examined as part of the EIA, but no known archaeological sites were identified within
Bathside Bay. However a number of sites, including a post-medieval Napoleonic Gun
Battery and a number of World War Il pillboxes, are located immediately adjacent to it.

The National Monuments Records Wrecks Index contains a number of records relating
to wrecks/ship losses within and adjacent to the bay.

Marine archaeology

Extensive alluvial deposits within and adjacent to the bay generally consist of silt and
clay overlying sand and gravel. The silt and clay layers present an extensive record of
accretion, but give little indication of terrestrial landforms and, therefore, any associated
prehistoric terrestrial related activities.

The one notable layer of peat identified indicates that much of the bay has consisted of
subtidal and low intertidal habitat over time. The extensive silt deposits mean that there
is the potential for any undiscovered maritime related features present to be preserved
in situ. Although the sheltered nature of the bay, and its extensive period of use,
increase the likelihood of maritime finds there are no indications of anything other than
informal or infrequent use of the area.

Historic buildings

The north-eastern part of the site (proposed for the Small Boat Harbour) is located within
the ‘Harwich Conservation Area’ and incorporates the Train Ferry Gantry, a Grade Il
listed building. This is of interest:

Historically, because of the association of the bridge and gantry elements with
the First World War, and subsequent use of the whole structure as part of the
first regular cross-channel train ferry service; and

In engineering terms, in particular for the design of the bridge element. The
approach bridge, walkway and berthing arms are of standard design and of little
intrinsic interest.

The construction phase would result in the demolition of part of the Train Ferry Berth,
although the element is not of critical interest to its overall architectural and historic
importance and its removal will not affect the character or appearance of the
Conservation Area or the setting of listed buildings. No other historic or listed buildings
would be directly affected by the works.

The potential remains for an effect on known and potential archaeological sites and
landsurfaces and, if required, suitable mitigation measures would be developed in
consultation with English Heritage and the local authority archaeologist.
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Changes in baseline data

There are not considered to be any changes to the baseline situation which have
implications for this assessment.

Changes in legislation, assessment practices or standards

Although government planning policy relating to the historic environment is currently
under review (Planning Policy Guidance (PPG) 15: Planning and the Historic
Environment and PPG 16: Archaeology and Planning are being reviewed and
combined) there have been no changes to legislation, assessment practices or
standards of relevance to this aspect of the EIA process.

Implications associated with this application

It is concluded that the findings of the EIA are unaltered with respect to archaeology and
heritage.

The implications of this application with respect to the assessment of impacts are
summarised in the table in Appendix 1.

Conclusion

In light of the above, the conclusions of the ES remain unaltered with respect to this

application and no further assessment work is required with respect to archaeology and
heritage.
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16.1

16.2

LAND DRAINAGE AND FLOOD DEFENCE
Context

Outfalls

There are four existing outfalls into Bathside Bay. The main outfall is from the
Dovercourt Dock River (‘Ramsey Creek’) which discharges through a culvert. The
second outfall is from the PDI building that is situated on reclaimed land to the east of
the bay. A third outfall drains a natural stream from Dovercourt and a fourth drains from
the A120 Dovercourt bypass.

Flood defences

The existing flood defences comprise a bund around the western end of the bay and the
A120, which itself forms part of the flood defence. These are understood to protect
against a flood return period of 1:200 years (0.5% annual probability of flooding)
(Environment Agency, pers. comm.). The proposed development will not have a direct
impact on the existing flood defence structures to the west of the bay and along the
southern edge. A new sheet piled floodwall will extend from Parkeston in the west to
connect with the A120 defence bund, and the existing standard of flood defence will be
maintained.

Changes in baseline data, legislation, assessment practices or standards

PPS25: Development and Flood Risk was adopted in 2006. It is a requirement that this
planning application is accompanied by a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) carried out in
accordance with the revised guidance. An additional study has therefore been carried
out (see below and Appendix 2).

There have been no other changes to legislation, assessment practices or standards of
relevance to this aspect of the EIA process.

Review of the Flood Risk Assessment for the Bathside Bay Container
Terminal

Introduction

As part of the ES, a FRA was carried out for the Bathside Bay Container Terminal
development application in August 2003 (the 2006 Permission). The new application
does not alter the construction levels of the site. However, the 2003 FRA was
undertaken in accordance with the Planning Policy Guidance Note 25 Development and
Flood Risk (PPG25), which was replaced by PPS25 in December 2006. Therefore this
study reviews the 2003 FRA in light of PPS25 and updates it for the current application.

Requirements of an FRA according to PPS25

The Practice Guide accompanying PPS25 (updated December 2009) provides guidance
on the implementation of the policies set out in PPS25. This has been considered
against the 2003 FRA to identify the aspects that require review. These aspects are
listed below and reviewed in the table in Appendix 2:
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Vulnerability classification

Consistency with Local Development Documents

Application of the Sequential Test/ Approach

Defining all sources of flooding (fluvial, tidal, surface and groundwater) that
could affect the site, with reference to historic records and the Strategic Flood
Risk Assessment (SFRA)

Effects of climate change over the lifetime of the development

Development lay out details

Flood risk management measures, including the impacts of climate change

Off site impacts

Residual flood risk and their management

rowbdE

©ooNo O

Although some aspects were previously covered in the 2003 FRA, there have been
updates to predicted extreme tide levels and climate change allowances (contained
within PPS25). Drawings from the 2003 FRA have not been reproduced but, as with
other figures, are unchanged from those submitted previously.

Conclusions

Overall, the original FRA considered all potential sources of flood risk and included
measures to mitigate the effects to the site and elsewhere. The most significant
information influencing flood risk since the original application is the revised extreme tide
levels and the different allowance for climate change. The extreme tide levels for the
0.5% and 0.1% annual probability (AP) are 0.41m and 0.39m lower than those
considered in 2003. Therefore, the proposed mitigation measure of the 4.4m OD raised
paving provides sufficient flood protection such that, under present conditions, the
majority of the development can be classed as defended to Flood Zone 1 standard.

The previous allowance for net sea level rise was 6mm/year (i.e. +300mm over 50
years). However, the current allowance over 50 years from 2016 is 463mm. Coupled
with the difference in extreme water levels, the future tide levels are also lower than
those used in the 2003 FRA. The overall impact of the latest available information is that
flood risk is less than before, both under present day conditions and with climate change
in 2066.

The risk of tidal inundation is recognised by HPUK and accepted because the intended
general operating level is necessary for optimum, normal operation of the facility. A flood
event action plan will be in place to ensure the safety of persons in the terminal. It is
recommended that this is drawn up in consultation with the Environment Agency and
reviewed on an annual basis.

Surface water flood risk will be managed by sufficiently sized culverts to the tidal River
Stour and the construction of a lake forming a Sustainable Urban Drainage System.
Even allowing for the recommended change in rainfall intensity due to climate change,
the capacity of the systems should be able to cope with the design storm without
adverse impacts elsewhere.

The review demonstrates that the development still complies with the latest Government
policy on development and flood risk (PPS25).
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Implications associated with this application

It is concluded that the findings of the EIA are unaltered with respect to land drainage
and flood risk. The implications of this application with respect to the assessment of
impacts are summarised in the table in Appendix 1.

Conclusion

In light of the above, the conclusions of the ES remain unaltered with respect to this
application and no further assessment work is required with respect to land drainage
and flood risk.
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17.1

TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION
Context

This chapter revisits the traffic elements relating to the consented and proposed
development which seeks the variation of a number of conditions to the consented
development primarily relating to highway works. It draws upon the ES originally
submitted in respect of the consented scheme. It should be read in conjunction with the
Supplementary Traffic Assessment (STA) which has been prepared to accompany the
application.

Baseline Data

Traffic survey data was obtained along the A120 and at 12 junctions, on or in the vicinity
to the A120 or the proposed development, between 2001 and 2003. Comments
previously provided by the Highways Agency (HA) and Essex County Council (ECC) set
out the requirement for a seasonal variation factor that was applied to the surveyed
traffic flows. This would ensure the assessment flows would be consistent with the peak
traffic flows recorded in August and as such represent a worst case scenario.

Changes in Baseline Data

Since the original survey period between 2001 and 2003 further survey work has been
undertaken by the Highways Agency’s consultants, URS, on the A12 and part of the
A120. Both turning counts at junctions and carriageway link flows were undertaken in
2008.

The 2003 data, when applied to a growth factor to 2008 was generally higher in volume
than that recorded in 2008 ie real traffic growth was less than the modelled predictions.
This continued to be the case even when a ‘seasonal variation factor’ was applied to the
2008 data as a sensitivity test (November to August). For assessment purposes, the
carriageway links and junctions where the recent survey data is available, this is used in
place of the previous 2003 datasets given that it is more recent.

The effect of the application would be to tie the operation of the later phases of the
Container Terminal Development to the provision of mitigation. Earlier phases would
also be deferred. As a result the years of assessment will differ. An assessment of the
construction traffic has been undertaken at 2014 as it is understood that this will be the
peak year in terms of vehicle movements associated with the construction phase. The
development is now to become operational by 2022.

Changes in Assessment Practice

Since 2003 the Department for Transport has released Circular 02/2007 (Planning and
the Strategic Road Network). This explains how the HA, on behalf of the Secretary of
State for Transport, will participate in all stages of the planning process. The HA will
require early consultation in the planning process. The proposal was discussed at a
meeting held with the HA on the 11th February 2010 in accordance with this
requirement.

Whilst the original TA was written prior to this circulars publication, the requirements
detailed within it have been discharged by that assessment and as such no further
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assessment has been necessary. Further guidance was provided by the DfT in 2007
with regard to the preparation of TAs. Whilst the principles set out within this guidance
document will be followed no further assessment work is required.

Implications associated with the application

The previous application provided details of the traffic assessment undertaken on the
road network that will be used by the development traffic. The SER reinforces that in the
changed circumstances of this development the mitigation predicted to be required is
still necessary but otherwise no significant changes are predicted as a result of the
deferred development. Assessment previously undertaken highlighted the need for
mitigation works which were secured by condition. The mitigation works proposed
remain secured by condition. As such the highway network remains protected.

Furthermore, the recently surveyed traffic flows are generally no higher that those
recorded in 2003 and predicted by the previous ES at 2022. Given that the implications
of the construction phase of the development have been considered and regarded as of
minor adverse significance, it remains unnecessary to provide any mitigation measures
for this phase. Mitigation measures will be in place prior to the development becoming
operational for a Container Terminal.

The recently surveyed traffic flows are generally no higher than those recorded in 2003
and considered by the previous ES at 2022. However, mitigation works will still be
provided at the junctions as required by the HA and ECC. These will be provided in a
form which has been designed so that they operate satisfactorily 15 years from the
anticipated year of commencement of operation.

Conclusion

In light of the above, assessments have considered the revised traffic flows on the
network. Traffic flows are generally no higher than those predicted within the original ES.
Suitable mitigation measures works remain secured by condition, linked to the operation
of the Container Terminal. This may be undertaken at different assessment years in line
with the revisions being made to the application. However, no additional adverse or
significant implications are predicted.
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18.1

18.2

18.3

INFRASTRUCTURE
Context

Bathside Bay is located in a relatively developed area, the A120 and Harwich to
Manningtree train line running along its southern extent. A range of utilities are present,
including electricity lines, water mains, gas pipes and telephone lines, but since it is
intertidal it is unlikely that there will be any existing utilities within the bay itself, with the
exception of outfalls identified in Chapter 16. During the construction phase the
Contractor should verify the location of any utilities in order to avoid any potential
adverse impacts.

Changes in baseline data

There are not considered to be any changes to the baseline situation which have
implications for this assessment.

Changes in legislation, assessment practices or standards

There have been no changes to legislation, assessment practices or standards of
relevance to this aspect of the EIA process.

Implications associated with this application

It is concluded that the findings of the EIA are unaltered with respect to infrastructure
and utilities.

The implications of this application with respect to the assessment of impacts are
summarised in the table in Appendix 1.

Conclusion

In light of the above, the conclusions of the ES remain unaltered with respect to this
application and no further assessment work is required with respect to infrastructure and
utilities.
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19.1

19.2

19.3

SOCIO-ECONOMIC CONTEXT
Context

The economic performance of the East of England is varied. Areas of high and
persistent unemployment and economic inactivity were identified in the original ES in
peripheral areas within the region, including in Tendring. The Tendring Peninsula has a
mix of rural and seaside economies.

Many of the rural areas were projected to fall further behind the regional average in
terms of output and employment without specific intervention.

Of the working age population (approximately 71,800 or 53% of total population) in 1998
some 74% were estimated to be economically active. Within Tendring, the worst
unemployment areas were identified as being along its south-eastern perimeter,
including around Harwich International Port.

Changes in baseline data

The recently-updated Regional Economic Strategy 2008-2031 (EEDA 2008, citing a
2006 ONS Annual Population Survey) indicates that economic activity rates in Tendring
remain among the lowest in the region at 73-78.6% of the working age population.
Workplace based GVA per head for Essex remains significantly below the East of
England average (EEDA 2008, citing 2007 ONS Regional Accounts). This suggests that
the issues identified within the original ES remain relevant.

The Regional Economic Strategy does acknowledge the role of port expansion at
Bathside Bay in strengthening the East of England’s role as the UK'’s premier gateway
region and in providing major employment opportunities.

Changes in legislation, assessment practices or standards

There have been no changes to legislation, assessment practices or standards of
relevance to this aspect of the EIA process.

Implications associated with this application

It is concluded that the findings of the EIA are unaltered with respect to socio-economic
context.

The implications of this application with respect to the assessment of impacts are
summarised in the table in Appendix 1.

Conclusion

In light of the above, the conclusions of the ES remain unaltered with respect to this

application and no further assessment work is required with respect to socio-economic
context.
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20.1

20.2

SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENT
Context

The ES accompanying the original application for a Container Terminal at Bathside Bay
incorporated a sustainability assessment. This considered the implications of the
proposed development for sustainability objectives identified at the national and local
scale. In particular it assessed the predicted effect of the proposed development on the
sustainable development objectives contained in Tendring District Council's
Sustainability Appraisal Framework (adopted by the Council in 2002 and used to assess
the Review Local Plan).

It is acknowledged that there have been significant developments in policy terms in
relation to sustainable development since 2003. These include the development and
implementation of new or revised documents, including:

Securing the Future — the UK Sustainable Development strategy (Defra 2005),
which updates the previous UK strategy A Better Quality of Life (DETR 1999)
and lays out an overarching national approach to sustainable development
founded on five principles;

Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 1: Delivering sustainable development (2005)
which sets out the Government® overarching policies on delivering sustainable
development through the planning system;

PPS1 supplement: Planning and Climate change (DCLG 2007) which
recognises in its objectives that a full and appropriate response to climate
change is a factor in delivering sustainable development; and

PPS12: creating strong safe and prosperous communities through Local Spatial
Planning (DCLG 2008a) which defines the aims of spatial planning, including to
“contribute to the achievement of Sustainable Development”;

The East of England Plan — the Regional Spatial Strategy (DCLG 2008b); and
Development and implementation of the Tendring District Local Plan 2007-2011
(adopted in December 2007).

Whilst these documents have strengthened and formalised the principles of sustainable
development, and resulted in altered wording or ordering of sustainability objectives at
the national, regional and local scale, it is considered that the underlying issues are
similar to those identified in 2003.

Thus it can be considered that although the wording of sustainability objectives have
altered in the interim, there have been no changes to legislation, assessment practices
or other standards of relevance to this aspect of the EIA process.

Implications associated with this application

Despite there now being different sustainability objectives (as a result of plan revision), it
is considered that the development will contribute in a similar manner to the delivery of
sustainable development within the area. Furthermore, the particular attributes of this
application will not alter that fact.
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In light of the above, the conclusions of the ES remain unaltered with respect to this
application and no further assessment work is required with respect to sustainable
development.
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21.1

IMPLICATIONS FOR THE STOUR AND ORWELL ESTUARIES DESIGNATED
AREA (SPA)

Context
Designated status

As described in Chapter 5, the majority of the Stour and Orwell estuarine system is
designated as a SSSI under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981, SPA under the EC
Wild Birds Directive and a Ramsar site under the 1972 Ramsar Convention. At the time
of the EIA, Bathside Bay was outside the boundary of the SPA, although it had been
proposed for designation as a SSSI and for inclusion within the Stour and Orwell
Estuaries SPA (and, therefore, had the status of proposed SPA).

At the time of the EIA the Stour and Orwell Estuaries qualified as an SPA due to:

Populations of internationally / nationally important overwintering birds, based
on:
o Notable numbers of golden plover (under Article 4.1);
o Important populations of dunlin; shelduck; dark-bellied geese; redshank;
grey plover; black-tailed godwit; turnstone; ringed plover; wigeon; knot;
curlew; pintail; mute swans; goldeneye and scaup (under Article 4.2).

Impacts of the scheme in relation to the SPA

The ES reported that the following potential direct impacts (which cannot be mitigated)
are of relevance to the implications of the scheme on the designated status of the Stour
and Orwell Estuaries SPA:

1. The reclamation of approximately 65ha of intertidal habitat above CD in Bathside
Bay (approximately 2.8ha of which is saltmarsh); and,

2. The dredging of approximately 4ha of intertidal area above CD in the Gas house
Creek area to the east of the bay to create an area for the relocation of
moorings.

The indirect impacts of the proposed scheme that have the potential to affect the
designated status of the site (as reported in the ES) comprise:

1. The one-off effect of decreased exposure of approximately 3ha of intertidal on
spring tides at the intertidal-subtidal margin of the Stour and Orwell estuarine
system (due to the effects of the proposed scheme on tidal propagation) (not
possible to mitigate);

2. The predicted increase in the rate of intertidal erosion estuary-wide, equating to
2.8halyear (mitigated through sediment replacement); and,

3. The increase in wave activity, particularly in the lower Stour estuary at the
eastern end of Erwarton Bay (mitigated through sediment replacement).

The ES concluded that the proposed scheme will have an adverse effect on the integrity
of the SPA through impacts 1 and 2 above, which represent losses of intertidal feeding
area and roosting habitat within Bathside Bay.

Changes in baseline data
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Since qualification in 2003, the boundaries of the constituent SSSIs (i.e. the Stour
Estuary SSSI and the Orwell Estuary SSSI) have been extended. Bathside Bay was
included in the Stour Estuary SSSI during this process. In May 2005, the SPA boundary
was extended to include an additional 360 hectares. The SPA boundary extensions
coincide with areas incorporated within enlarged boundaries of the constituent SSSIs, as
well as the whole of Cattawade Marshes SSSI.

Following the renatification of the SSSis in 2003 and the SPA in 2005, the SPA now also
gualifies under Article 4.1 of the Wild Birds Directive (79/409/EEC) by supporting 1% or
more of the Great Britain population of avocet Recurvirostra avosetta. Over the period
1996 to 2000 the SPA supported 21 breeding pairs. It also qualifies under Article 4.2 of
the Directive as it is used regularly by 1% or more of the biogeographical populations of
a number of migratory species. It should be noted that the site no longer qualifies under
Article 4.1 for golden plover.

The site further qualifies under Article 4.2 as it is used regularly by over 20,000
waterbirds in any season. In the non-breeding season, the site regularly supports
around 63,000 individual waterbirds (based on the 5 year peak mean recorded between
1993/94 and 1997/98).

Additional baseline data regarding the ornithological interest of Bathside Bay and the
Stour and Orwell estuary system is discussed in Chapter 5. This demonstrates that the
value of Bathside Bay for waterbirds is comparable with that at the time of the EIA, but
the relative importance of Bathside Bay for some species has varied over time.

Changes in legislation, assessment practices or standards

There have been no changes to legislation, assessment practices or standards of
relevance to this aspect of the EIA process.

Implications associated with this application

The changes in the baseline data (i.e. the full designation of Bathside Bay as SPA and
the changes to qualifying species as part of the designation process) do not have the
potential to affect the conclusions drawn in the ES with respect to the effect of the
scheme on the integrity of the SPA. Although Bathside Bay was designated as pSPA (as
opposed to SPA) at the time of the ES, the EIA process recognised that Bathside Bay
was of sufficient quality to be designated as SPA and assessed the site as if it was fully
designated. This approach was recognised and endorsed by Natural England (English
Nature at the time), as well as the RSPB.

The overriding requirement when identifying sites for the creation of habitat to
compensate for the impact of the proposed scheme on the Stour and Orwell Estuaries
SPA was that a sufficient area of replacement habitat, with similar attributes to the site
that was to be lost, should be provided. It was proposed in the ES that managed
realignment at a site near Little Oakley in the Walton Backwaters would provide
sufficient and appropriate compensatory habitat.

Whilst acknowledging that the proposed compensatory habitat was appropriate, in
addition to defining the habitat requirements for the managed realignment site the RSPB
also requested that targets for waterbird species were developed. These targets were
based on waterbird population data for Bathside Bay and it was recognised at the time

SER - BSB S73 application 9V6531/R00001/303619/PBor
Final Report -41 - 23 February 2010



21.3

that the relative usage of Bathside Bay for different species was likely to vary in the
future (as has proved to be the case from the waterbird counts undertaken since the
EIA). However, the species-based targets were intended to be indicative and were to be
used for the purposes of monitoring the realignment site.

Conclusion

Whilst the proposals for the compensatory habitat at Little Oakley (planning permission
03/01200/FUL) remain appropriate, the species-based targets for the site may need
refinement in due course. This should be done in parallel with the detailed design phase
of the managed realignment scheme and will need to be informed by the most recent
data on waterbird populations available for Bathside Bay.

In carrying out an assessment in accordance with Regulation 48 of the Conservation
(Natural Habitats &c) Regulations 1994 the decision-maker may rely upon the data
reported in the original ES and this SER. It may conclude that the international sites
(SPA and Ramsar) are adversely affected by the development (although not the specific
terms of this application) even allowing for mitigation.

Subject to concluding that the application should be granted in the absence of
alternatives, and for imperative reasons of overriding public interest (IROPI) the
decision-maker may conclude that the proposed compensatory habitat is appropriate.
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CONCLUSIONS

The EIA carried out in support of the previous application for a container terminal
identified a range of impacts on environmental receptors. The ES reported on the
assessment process, noting the nature and scale of the predicted impacts, the nature of
mitigation activities, and the scale of the mitigated impact. The ES, together with
supporting information submitted following a request by TDC, was accepted together
with the previous application.

This current assessment has reviewed the previous ES and supporting material to
determine whether the current application, under Section 73 TCPA, would bring about
any changes in environmental impact such that the findings of the previous ES are no
longer adequate.

Through this assessment of all technical elements of the ES it has been determined that
altering the named conditions associated with the planned container terminal will not
have a material impact on the environmental impacts predicted. The conclusions of the
previous EIA are considered to remain relevant to the development consented under the
current application and, as such, no further environmental assessments are considered
necessary at this stage.
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23.1

IN-COMBINATION EFFECTS
Previous assessments

After submission of the Bathside Bay Container Terminal planning application, HPUK
submitted an application to extend the port operations at Felixstowe (the Felixstowe
South Reconfiguration (FSR)).

One of the reports supporting that application, Development in the Haven: In-
Combination Effects (Royal Haskoning 2003), assessed the in-combination effects of
the FSR together with a number of other developments. As it incorporated assessment
of a major development not included in the in-combination assessment within the
Bathside Bay ES, the FSR in-combination report has been re-assessed for the purposes
of this current application.

Assuming a worst-case scenario (schemes implemented at the same time), and based
on the predicted mitigated effects of the individual schemes, the greatest interactive
effect predicted related to the hydrodynamic and sedimentary regime and the intertidal
habitat. The relative effects of the schemes assessed are identified in Table 23.1.

Table 23.1 Schemes considered within the 2003 in-combination assessment

Scheme considered Effect on hydrodynamic

and sediment regime

North Shotley intertidal enhancement (subsumed within the Trinity I
Terminal (Phase 2) Extension scheme);

Shotley Marina beneficial use (west and east);

Trimley Marsh Managed Realignment;

Halfpenny Pier;

Harwich RNLI Lifeboat Station;

Royal Harwich Yacht Club; and

Dredging HHA launch berth area.

Minimal impact on
hydrodynamic and
sediment regime

HHA sediment replacement programme;
Woolverstone Marina 2001 maintenance dredging campaign;
Ipswich Port, maintenance dredging; and
Levington Marina maintenance disposal.

Schemes associated with
sediment replacement

1998/2000 Approach Channel Deepening;

Trinity 1l Terminal (Phase 2) Extension (including associated dredging,
quay extension, habitat enhancement and mitigation);

Cliff Quay, ABP Ipswich;

Reclamation of Bathside Bay (this application, including with the Little
Oakley managed realignment provided as compensation); and
Felixstowe South Reconfiguration (reclamation, channel widening and
relocation of outfalls).

Predicted to have an
impact on the
hydrodynamic and
sediment regimes and
intertidal area

Schemes other than FSR and the Bathside Bay Container Terminal were not considered
to have an in-combination impact on other environmental parameters. The effects of
these two schemes were assessed in-combination for all other environmental
parameters. The final report incorporated a summary table which indicates the nature
and scale of additive and interactive impacts arising from the Bathside Bay and
Felixstowe South projects. This is replicated at Appendix 3.
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Since construction at FSR has already commenced, it is likely that the worst-case
scenario assessed for the in-combination assessment will not in fact be realised and, if
anything, the in-combination effect of the two developments will be slightly less than
originally assessed.

Conclusions

As no (adverse) changes in the levels of impact predicted are expected to arise as a
result of this application to vary the planning conditions in respect of Bathside Bay, and
on the basis that the FSR project is expected to be fully built-out in due course, it is
considered that there will be no change in the nature or significance of impacts
associated with the two projects in-combination.

The conclusions of the previous in-combination assessment can therefore be
considered to remain unaltered with respect to this application, and no further
assessment work is required.
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APPENDIX 1: ANNOTATED SUMMARY IMPACTS TABLE FROM THE PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT

This section provides a summary of the predicted impacts associated with the redevelopment of Bathside Bay, as provided in the original ES. For most
effects an indication of the significance of the impact is provided, together with identified activities to mitigate the impact and a prediction of the residual
impact. These are given for each environmental parameter and for both the construction and operational phases of the scheme. In the context of the
hydrodynamic and sedimentary regime a description of the change is provided, and where this will impact on another parameter (eg benthic
invertebrate communities) the impacts are considered there.

This table has been reviewed and annotated following further consideration in the light of the current application. Annotations are provided in bold

underneath the findings of the previous study.

CONSTRUCTION PHASE OPERATIONAL PHASE
Potential impact Significance Mitigation Residual Potential impact | Significance Mitigation Residual
impact impact
HYDRODYNAMIC AND SEDIMENTARY EFFECTS
Largest increase in
wave activity at
Changes to the HIPL, with height
hy(.jrodynamic regime | i reases of up to
;valczrzzsi;?yl;ocal 23% during large S . N
Increased tidal and SE winds; None possible Negligible
currents in Erwarton (occurring <1% of No change No change
Bay, reduced tidal the time);
currents at Shotley increased wave
No change action in Erwarton
Bay and at Shotley
No change
Ranges from +2mm Loss of exposure Increased 2.8ha/annum Limit offshore disposal to
Change in tidal range (Orwell Bridge) to None possible of approximately sedimentation rates in | Potential for a present levels through None
No change -20mm (Wrabness No change 3ha of intertidal berths and reduction in the sediment replacement in No change
and Ballister Creek). No change approaches to magnitude of the estuaries and harbour
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CONSTRUCTION PHASE

OPERATIONAL PHASE

Potential impact

Significance

Mitigation

Residual
impact

Potential impact

Significance

Mitigation

Residual
impact

Equates to a one-off
loss of approximately
3ha of intertidal

Felixstowe and in the
new dredged areas to
HIPL;

predicted impact

Principle unchanged,
but scale of mitigation
would be reduced in

No change Increased rate of line with current
erosion of intertidal sediment replacement
No change programme
BENTHIC INVERTEBRATE COMMUNITIES
. Prevention of benthic
. . Major adverse .
Loss of benthic Major adverse affect community . .
. . ) affect on the ) Minor adverse Minor adverse
community due to on the regional site None . ) succession due to None
) regional site . locally locally
reclamation assemblage No change maintenance No change
assemblage . No change No change
No change No change dredging
No change
No change
. . Enhanced erosion of
Removal of benthic Minor . . .
L Minor adverse intertidal area and . .
community within the adverse None ) Major adverse Sediment replacement None
- locally potential removal of
existing channel locally No change . - No change No change No change
No change benthic communities
No change No change
No change
. . Sediment replacement
Localised erosion of -
. . . will mitigate for the
Removal of benthic Moderate intertidal areas .
- Moderate adverse . impact on the estuary
community in adverse affect predicted to due ) )
affect for the Stour None . . Minor adverse wide resource; targeted None
currently un-dredged . for the Stour and increases in wave .
and Orwell Estuaries No change No change placement in Erwarton No change

subtidal areas

No change

Orwell Estuaries

activity and in tidal

Bay should mitigate for

No change No change currents in the SPA
No change local effects
9 No change
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CONSTRUCTION PHASE

OPERATIONAL PHASE

Bay is now
designated as part
of the Stour and
Orwell Estuaries
SPA and Ramsar
site

reduction in the
magnitude of the
predicted impact

Potential impact Significance Mitigation Residual Potential impact | Significance Mitigation Residual
impact impact
Moderate .
adverse Localised
Sedimentation of Moderate adverse acceleration of
. (locally) to . . . . . .
material re- (locally) to L erosion of intertidal Minor adverse - Major benefit
. L Negligible . Local beneficial use )
suspended during Negligible (beyond area due to impact on some - } locally (without
) . ; ) None (beyond the ) ) initiative with clays or o
capital dredging the immediate . . increases in wave foreshore beneficial use,
. . No change immediate L gravels .
(smothering of vicinity of the _ action in an already structures Negligible)
. " : vicinity of the . No change
benthic communities) dredging works) dredain exposed location at No change No change
No change No change worki) 9 Shotley
No change
No change
Release of sediment . . .
. Negligible Not required Negligible
bound contaminants
No change No change No change
No change
ORNITHOLOGY
Loss of 69ha
undesignated
intertidal feeding .
o ) Enhanced erosion
habitat in Bathside .
Bay of designated
feedi
The area of habitat ee '”9 area .
. . . (equating to 2.8ha . Sediment replacement
lost is unchanged; Major adverse None Major adverse annually) Major adverse frecvelin None
however, Bathside No change No change No change y No change yeling No change
Potential for a No change
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CONSTRUCTION PHASE

OPERATIONAL PHASE

Potential impact Significance Mitigation Residual Potential impact | Significance Mitigation Residual
impact impact
Decreased exposure )
. . Potential
of 3ha of intertidal .

o ) ) disturbance to - P
area within Stour the Minor adverse None Minor adverse teeding and Negligible None Negligible
and Orwell Estuaries No change No change No change . 9 . No change No change No change

roosting birds
SPA No change
No change 9
Minor adverse
ithin the
Loss of waterfowl Minor adverse within Wi .
) ) estuarine
roosting areas at the estuarine system;
. ) None system;
Bathside Bay (i.e. Moderate adverse
No change Moderate
2.8ha of saltmarsh) locally
adverse
No change No change
locally
No change
. Minor adverse
Disturbance to .
. . Minor adverse (short (short term) at
feeding and roosting .
. ) term) at Erwarton; Not required Erwarton; no
birds on adjacent . .
. . no impact elsewhere No change impact
intertidal areas
No change elsewhere
No change
No change
SALTMARSH AND COASTAL VEGETATION
Negligible;
sediment
Moderate adverse None locally; within Moderate replacement could

Direct loss of 2.8ha
of saltmarsh within
Bathside Bay

locally; Minor adverse
in the context of the

the SPA, sediment
replacement

adverse locally;
Negligible for the

Indirect loss of
saltmarsh within the
estuarine system

Moderate adverse
No change

Sediment replacement
No change

be applied (with
direct placement)

SPA upstream SPA to have a
No change No change
No change No change No change moderately
beneficial impact
on the saltmarsh
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CONSTRUCTION PHASE

OPERATIONAL PHASE

Potential impact Significance Mitigation Residual Potential impact | Significance Mitigation Residual
impact impact
resource
No change
Direct loss of coastal . None — potential to .
. L Minor to moderate . Minor to
vegetation within translocation for be
. locally . . moderate locally
Bathside Bay investigated
No change No change
No change No change
None-potential
Direct loss of coastal p l
. . . potential for Moderate
invertebrates in Moderate regionally ) )
. translocation to be regionally
Bathside Bay No change . )
investigated No change
No change
No change
FISHERIES RESOURCE
Deterioration in Prevention of benthic
quality of feeding invertebrate
resource for communit
! L - Moderate adverse Moderate adverse 3 _l y . . .
estuarine fish within locall None locall succession in the Minor adverse None Minor adverse
the footprint of the y No change y dredged area due to No change No change No change
No change No change )
deepened and maintenance
widened channel dredging
No change No change
Loss of potential
. P . : Moderate adverse Moderate )
feeding habitat for None Effect of ongoing . .
s locally adverse locally ] Moderate adverse Negligible to minor
estuarine fish No change sediment . .
No change No change if undertaken Managed placements to in the short term;
No change replacement on ) . . L . .
- ) S during a sensitive avoid sensitive periods no impact on
Effect of dredging- fisheries (i.e.

induced suspended
sediment on fish
physiology

No change

Minor adverse
(short term)
No change

Careful silt stripping;
optimisation of
dredging speeds

No change

Minor adverse
(short term)
No change

elevated suspended
sediment)
No change

period or at a
sensitive location
No change

and locations
No change

commercial fishing
activity
No change
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CONSTRUCTION PHASE

OPERATIONAL PHASE

Potential impact Significance Mitigation Residual Potential impact | Significance Mitigation Residual
impact impact
Moderate
Moderate adverse (if adverse (if
Effect of dredging- dredging occgrs . o dredging occgrs .
induced suspended when'populatlon Car'ef.ul s!lt stripping; when. population Effect of sediment N Maqaged plgcemepts to N
sediment on level is at peak) to optimisation of level is at peak) replacement on the Negligible avoid sensitive periods Negligible
zooplankton minor adverse (when dredging speeds to minor adverse native oyster No change and locations No change
No change populations are at No change (when No change No change
lower levels) populations are
No change at lower levels)
No change
Direct uptake of fish Minor adverse (short None Minor adverse
during dredging term) No change (short term)
No change No change No change
COMMERCIAL FISHING ACTIVITY
Restriction of access
to fishing areas 100m
Limited access to . . to the north of the
o . Minor adverse (short Minor adverse L Moderate adverse Moderate adverse
fishing areas during None existing channel and None
- term) (short term) locally locally
dredging works No change between the channel No change
No change No change No change No change
No change and the proposed
quay face
No change
WATER AND SEDIMENT QUALITY
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CONSTRUCTION PHASE

OPERATIONAL PHASE

Potential impact Significance Mitigation Residual Potential impact | Significance Mitigation Residual
impact impact
. Minor adverse in Silt should be .
Generation of . . Alterations to the .
) the estuary (short transferred directly Minor (short ) No impact on
sediment plume ; . hydrodynamic ) . .
. . term); no impact to disposal vessels term) adverse . ) designated Not required No impact
during dredging and . . regime affecting -
. on bathing rather being than affect locally o . bathing beaches No change No change
from the reclamation bacterial dispersion
beaches double-handled No change No change
No change No change
No change No change
Minor increases
Enhanced turbidity in suspended
Reduced die-off rate in the water column sediment
of bacteria due to Negligible None Negligible during concentrations Not required Negligible
sediment plumes No change No change No change maintenance above No change No change
No change dredging background
No change levels
No change
Run-off of Negligible
Release of . g 9
contaminants into contaminated drainage system
the water column Negligible Not required Negligible surface water from designed to avoid Not required Negligible
No change No change No change No change the reclaimed area run-off of No change No change
9 into Stour estuary contaminants
No change No change
The potential for
accidental
Implementation of ollution is
Disturbance of The potential for P ) . P ] u ont
. ) pollution contingency minimal; the
potentially . . . . . accidental . L
) No impact Not required No impact Accidental pollution ) plan, as currently in significance of
contaminated pollution to occur . )
round No change No change No change No change is minimal place at the Port of an impact will
l?lo change No change Felixstowe depend on the
g 9 No change nature of the
incident
No change

SER - BSB S73 application

Final Report

9V6531/R00001/303619/PBor
23 February 2010




CONSTRUCTION PHASE

OPERATIONAL PHASE

Potential impact Significance Mitigation Residual Potential impact | Significance Mitigation Residual
impact impact
Implementation of
. mitigation measures
Risk of gas
accumulation due to Potentially major as recommended
) . (WSA, 1991 b), e.g. Negligible

the disruption of gas adverse . .

installation of No change

migration routes
No change

No change

a gas migration
barrier
No change

Accidental pollution

The potential for
accidental pollution
to occur in an

No mitigation is
required in addition

The potential
for accidental

ollution is
No change uncontrolled to good site practice pminimal
manner is minimal No change
No change
No change
LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL SETTING
) Site management to )
Visual effects of . . g Planting (trees, shrubs
. Minor (all views), ensure a tidy and
construction; plant ) . and grassland), .
although the ordered site, and Loss of existing 8 Minor in terms of
on land and on the . _ . . . screen mounding and
) ) magnitude of the controlled lighting; (limited) vegetation Minor ) land cover and
river, pumping ) ) ) . . the establishment of a . .
effect will be slight early construction of Minor cover; alteration consequence; . drainage; Major
ashore, haul roads, . . . . wetland corridor; .
o ) to substantial the small boat No change (raising) of the site Major change ) ; with respect to
building erection, . . affecting views from
; . depending on harbour quayside topography No change topography
landscaping and site . Parkeston and
o location mound to screen No change . No change
lighting . ) Harwich
No change views from Harwich
No change No change
No change
Minor to Major, Scheme mitigated Minor to Major,
Effects on } ) . .
landscane depending on through design - limits depending on
charact(-i)r location of view; on stacking location of view;
intensifying the heights/lighting and typically more
No change . . ) S )
industrial location of significant in

9V6531/R00001/303619/PBor
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CONSTRUCTION PHASE

OPERATIONAL PHASE

Potential impact

Significance

Mitigation

Residual
impact

Potential impact

Significance

Mitigation

Residual
impact

character of the
Felixstowe and
Harwich
headlands and
harbour

No change

buildings/lights away
from the quayside; in
landside views, the
creation of the
Ramsey Creek
corridor and
earthworks

No change

views towards
the site from and
across the water
No change

Effect of lighting on
®kyglow®
No change

In views from the
north and south,
Major due to
coalescence with
Felixstowe; from
the east,
Moderate; and
elevated views
from the west,
Moderate

No change

Scheme mitigated
through design - e.g.
full cut off lanterns
with low aiming to
reduce light spill and
masts set back from
the water® edge

No change

Minor to Major,

where the effect
in distant views

will be reduced

No change
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CONSTRUCTION PHASE

OPERATIONAL PHASE

Potential impact

Significance

Mitigation

Residual
impact

Potential impact

Significance

Mitigation

Residual
impact

Effects on urban

Harwich - Major;
Dovercourt -
Moderate to
Major (in high
views); Bathside -
Moderate;
Shotley -
Moderate to
Major due to the

Harwich — creation of
a new setting for the
approach to the town
and planting;
Dovercourt

Harwich - Major;
Dovercourt and
Shotley —
Moderate to
Major; Bathside -

No change

) ) - establishment of the Moderate;
settings intensification of
o wetland buffer and Parkeston,
No change port activities; . .
good site layout; Mistley and
Parkeston - . ;
Bathside — boulevard Manningtree -
Moderate to . .
. . planting; Parkeston Minor to
Minor; Mistley .
] screen planting Moderate
and Manningtree
) No change No change
- Minor to
Moderate (rail
movements)
No change
Moderate locally,
) o o Moderate locally,
intensifying Mitigation through
Effects on L ) however, the
. existing adverse design - control of ) )
designated . ) integrity of the
effects of port stacking heights and . _
landscapes o . L sites will not be
facilities on the good design of lighting
No change affected
AONB and SLA No change
No change
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CONSTRUCTION PHASE

OPERATIONAL PHASE

Potential impact

Significance

Mitigation

Residual
impact

Potential impact

Significance

Mitigation

Residual
impact

Victoria Hotel to
Moderate Major;
Train Ferry Berth
- Moderate; Pier

Victoria Hotel -
Moderate; Train
Ferry Berth and

and Great S
. Victoria Hotel - Church/West
Effect on setting of Eastern Hotels - .
) o ) improvements to the Streets -
Listed Buildings Minor to .
) open space; Church Moderate; Pier
and Scheduled Moderate (views
. ) and West Streets — and Great
Ancient will not be
. small boat harbour Eastern Hotels -
Monuments impacted); ) .
screens views Minor to
No change Church and West
No change Moderate;
Streets - .
Bathside Battery
Moderate; .
. — Minor
Bathside Battery
. No change
— Minor
No change
Moderate in the Scheme mitigated Moderate to
local and design through Major depending
immediate study No change on viewpoint
) area; Moderate to No change
Effect on views .
No change Major in the
g urban and
Conservation
Areas
No change
In-combination
effect of ) .
development on Major None Major
P No change No change No change

Shotley
No change
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CONSTRUCTION PHASE

OPERATIONAL PHASE

Potential impact Significance Mitigation Residual Potential impact | Significance Mitigation Residual
impact impact
NOISE
Piling confined to
07:00 to 19:00
Monday to Ensuring that noise is
Saturday; potential an integrated design
for use of shrouded ) consideration
piling rig to be Harwich and (incorporating
trialed and, if Minor to Dovercourt (key landscaping; noise Minor to
practical, adopted; Moderate receptors) - limit specifications are Moderate
use of acoustic adverse, where Moderate to prepared for all major adverse
screens adjacent to the lower Minor adverse; noise radiating plant; depending on
. Minor to Moderate the old town; '”_‘pa“ level Increased night- Pgrkeston B a.1|| tractpr units are. receptor
Increased noise . vibratory systems to will be ) . Minor adverse; fitted with latest noise ;
. . adverse during . . time noise due to location,
during the daytime be used where achieved if a Shotley Gate - control technology;

No change

combi-wall piling
No change

possible and
shrouded systems

the trial use of
the shrouded

the operational port
No change

Minor to
Moderate

Quayside cranes are
designed with
minimisation of noise

diminishing to
Minor adverse if
full noise control

on land; noise piling rig adverse (the
monitoring; proves to be latter at the radiation; RTG engine mee}sures are
mechanical plant to successful nearest locations pods and exhausts achieved
be fitted with No change to Bathside Bay) are high quality; and No change
silencers and No change reassessment of
comply with EC driver skills takes
noise limits; place regularly
maintain good No change
public relations
No change
. Moderate adverse Use low noise Minor to Negligible due to
Increased noise . . . .
. . . during the works dredgers in the boat Moderate, Elevated noise large container -
during the night time . . Reduced speed of Negligible and
. for the small boats harbour; use of where the levels due to ships; Minor . )
(dredging . A pilot boats Minor adverse
. harbour (and, to a screens near to the latter only increased shipping adverse due to
operations) . ) No change No change
No change lesser degree, old town of applies to No change pilot boats
g plant attending to Harwich; use of those locations No change
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CONSTRUCTION PHASE

OPERATIONAL PHASE

Potential impact Significance Mitigation Residual Potential impact | Significance Mitigation Residual
impact impact
the end of the noise sensitive close to the
pipeline reversing alarms or small boat
discharging gravel) rear mounted harbour
No change sensors No change
No change
. No impact on the .
Noise due to the A120: Minor The haul road to the Minor adverse Elevated noise due
movement of ' 81414 to be kept in (B1414 and ) Minor None Minor adverse
. ) adverse on the " to road traffic
construction traffic a good condition B1352 only) No change No change No change
B1414 and 81352 No change
No change No change No change
No change
Elevated railway . Use of newer .
. Minor adverse ) Minor adverse
noise No change locomotives No change
No change No change
VIBRATION
Moderate adverse
communit T
erce tiorsllin the Limit piling to 07:00 Moderate to
Damage to buildings P P to 19:00 Monday to Minor adverse I .
) NW corner of old . . Vibration resulting
and disturbance to ) . Saturday; monitor in terms of the
. Harwich; Minor . ) ) from movement . .
local community . vibration levels at perceived ) Negligible . Negligible
o adverse in other " . and stacking of Not required
form vibration ) sensitive structures impact; no ) No change No change
. locations (e.g. ) containers No change
generated during the and reduce the impact on
- . Shotley Gate); No No change
piling activities impact on energy of blows structures
No change P where necessary No change
structures No change
No change 9
Vibration due to Negliible Good maintenance of Negliible
road traffic o9 the A120 oy
No change No change
No change No change
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CONSTRUCTION PHASE

OPERATIONAL PHASE

Potential impact Significance Mitigation Residual Potential impact | Significance Mitigation Residual
impact impact
Vibration due to rail . Good maintenance of -
Negligible Negligible
movements the track
No change No change
No change No change

AIR QUALITY

Minor adverse due

Application of an

Emissions during

Nitrogen dioxide -
Minor adverse;
Sulphur dioxide —

) to general site EMP and good site ) Negligible; Policy changes (local
Increased particulate . . operation . .
activities; practice (e.g. wheel . L . Carbon monoxide and national .
and gaseous . Minor adverse (shipping, terminal . Minor adverse
o Moderate adverse washing, speed L - Negligible; government) and
emissions » o No change activities, HGV ; No change
due to fugitive restrictions and ) Particulates - employee travel plans
No change traffic etc.) .
releases of dust covers) Minor adverse; No change
No change
No change No change Benzene —
Negligible
No change
Implementation of a
Increased emissions . P ) I . Emissions of PAHs - . -
. Minor adverse Traffic Management Negligible o Negligible Not required Negligible
from HGV traffic from shipping
No change Plan No change No change No change No change
No change No change
No change
Container Operators obliged to
o Negligible P g Negligible
fumigation No change phase-out use No change
No change 9 No change 9
Residual emissions . . .
of CO Negligible Not required Negligible
2
No change No change No change
No change 9 9 9
COMMERCIAL AND RECREATIONAL NAVIGATION
Potential disruption Vessels must have Disruption to Minor adverse for Minor adverse
to commercial Minor adverse appropriate signals Negligible navigational recreational None for recreational
navigation at No change as required by No change activities due to navigation in No change navigation in
Harwich International International Predicted certain weather certain weather
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CONSTRUCTION PHASE

OPERATIONAL PHASE

Potential impact Significance Mitigation Residual Potential impact | Significance Mitigation Residual
impact impact
Port Regulations; increases in wave conditions; conditions;
No change construction works activity Negligible for Negligible for
should be No change commercial commercial
appropriately navigation navigation
marked; one-way No change No change
passage for larger
commercial vessels
to be co-ordinated
by Harbour Master;
Notices to Mariners
and broadcasts
No change
Wave effects on
Proposals for a . . . .
vessels in the small No impact Not required No impact
. ) small boat harbour
Disruption to in Gas House boat harbour No change No change No change
recreational boat . . No change
moorinas within Major adverse Creek have been No impact i
.9 No change developed to No change Potential for
Bathside Bay increased ) . .
h accommodate ) . No impact Not required No impact
No change . sedimentation at
displaced boats Trinity Pi No change No change No change
No change rinity Pier
No change
No impact
) (commercial and
Interference with . . .
- recreational Not required No impact
navigation
users are No change No change
No change
segregated)
No change
Disturbance to Nedligible to
small vessels due ) 919 Not required Negligible overall
to passing ships Minor adverse No change No change
P g ship No change 9 9

No change

SER - BSB S73 application

Final Report

-15 -

9V6531/R00001/303619/PBor

23 February 2010




CONSTRUCTION PHASE

OPERATIONAL PHASE

Potential impact Significance Mitigation Residual Potential impact | Significance Mitigation Residual
impact impact
LAND-BASED RECREATION
No impact No impact
No change No change
ARCHAEOLOGY AND HERITAGE
Potential effect on A programme of
designated sites and Negligible in the P .g .
o repairs is proposed,; )
buildings - context of the ) N Potential effect on
e . preparing/painting; . . . ) . .
demolition of part of special interest of making qood the No impact designated sites No impact Not required No impact
the Train Ferry the Train Ferry 99 No change and buildings No change No change No change
. truncated arm; and
Berth® long berthing Berth . No change
maintenance
arm No change No change
No change 9
Digital data from
geotechnical and
magnetometry Potential effect on No impact (no
surveys is to be designated sit intrusion); for Not ired No i t
reviewed by a e5|gn§g sites @ettingGsee ot require o impac
specialist. The ;nd t;undlngs landscape No change No change
. ) o change
Potential effect on . flhd|ngs will pe No change
Potentially discussed with .
known ) . Negligible
. . Moderate adverse English Heritage
archaeological sites g No change
No change and Essex CC in
No change
order to agreed
suitable mitigation Known and
(as appropriate). potential sites and No impact Not required No impact
If the wrecks landsurfaces No change No change No change
present are No change

considered to be
@areCor well
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CONSTRUCTION PHASE

OPERATIONAL PHASE

Potential impact Significance Mitigation Residual Potential impact | Significance Mitigation Residual
impact impact
preserved,
recording should be
undertaken. No
vehicles are to track
over known sites
within the bay until
1.5m of cover is
achieved
No change
As for the known
archaeological
resource. A
I . watching brief
Potential sites and Minor to Moderate .
should be Negligible
landsurfaces adverse L
maintained No change
No change No change .
throughout the silt
removal and
dredging process
No change
LAND DRAINAGE AND FLOOD DEFENCE
No i t on th
. . © Impact on the . . Increased flood risk
Disruption of pattern pattern of land Not required (relies . . . . .
. . ) No impact due to changes in No impact Not required No impact
of land drainage drainage or the on sound design)
. . No change water levels No change No change No change
No change risk of flooding No change
No change
No change
Implications of the No impact
proposed (includes Increased flood risk
development on the consideration of Not required No impact due to changes in Minor adverse None Minor adverse
existing standard of the effects of No change No change the wave climate No change No change No change

flood defence
No change

vibration)
No change

No change
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CONSTRUCTION PHASE

OPERATIONAL PHASE

Potential impact Significance Mitigation Residual Potential impact | Significance Mitigation Residual
impact impact
Siltation at outfalls
and barrages due
to changes in
erosion/accretion No impact Not required No impact
patterns or No change No change No change
sediment
replacement
No change
TRAFFIC
Movement of major No impact on Highway
items by sea; the A120 or improvements (e.g.
Minor adverse on reparation of a ider network; . Capacit idening the runnin
Potential for ! . . P p. I Wl . W Potential for pacity widening . unning
. . the A120; Minor to Traffic Management a Minor . . exceedance at 3 surface, single lane
increased traffic . . increased traffic . .
Moderate adverse Plan to include adverse impact . roundabouts and dualling etc.) to be No impact
levels on the road ) generation on the . . ) :
network on the B1414 and wheel washing, on the B1414 road network 1 intersection discussed with the No change
B1352 designated routes, and B1352 for (out of 12) Highways Agency;
No change ) ) No change
No change marked vehicles a six month No change and a scheme Travel
and trip sharing period Plan
No change No change No change
Potential for
additional freight Negligible Not required Negligible
rail traffic No change No change No change
No change
INFRASTRUCTURE
The appointed
. bpo! Unlikely that
Unlikely that any Contractor should Depends on . ) .
. L . . L any impact will No impact
impact will arise verify the location findings .
o arise No change
No change of any utilities No change

No change

No change
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CONSTRUCTION PHASE

OPERATIONAL PHASE

Potential impact

Significance

Mitigation

Residual
impact

Potential impact

Significance

Mitigation

Residual
impact

SOCIO-ECONOMICS

Increased Minor benefit Minor benefit Increased direct
construction Not required Moderate benefit Not required Moderate benefit
locally locally employment
employment No change No change No change No change
No change No change No change
No change
Moderate

Indirect effects on

Moderate benefit

benefit locally;

the local and locally; Minor Not required Minor benefit Multiplier effects Moderate benefit Not required Moderate benefit
national economy benefit elsewhere No change elsewhere No change No change No change No change
No change No change
No change

Increases in

associated port Minor benefit Not required Minor benefit

activities No change No change No change

No change

Increased visitor
expenditure
No change

Minor benefit
No change

Not required
No change

Minor benefit
No change

Effect on the labour
market

Moderate benefit

Not required

Moderate benefit

No change No change No change
No change 9 9 9
Improved

P N Further . Further

competitive Not required

enhancement enhancement
advantage No change

No change No change
No change
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APPENDIX 2: REVISED FLOOD RISK ASSESSMENT. DETAILED ASSESSMENT AGAINST PPS25

PPS25: Development and Flood Risk was adopted in 2006 and planning applications must be accompanied by a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA)
carried out in accordance with revised guidance. The FRA contained within the previous ES has been reviewed in the light of this. It is concluded in
Chapter 10 that the development remains compliant with the appropriate legislation. Considerations included in this review are detailed below.

PPS25 REQUIREMENT

REVIEW AGAINST 2003 FRA

OUTCOME

1. Vulnerability classification

Table D2 in Appendix D of PPS25 lists the
vulnerability of development to flood risk. Table
D3 indicates the compatibility with Flood Zones.

Buildings to be used for offices are classified as “Less Vulnerable”. The
rest of the development is classified as “Water Compatible
Development” i.e. docks, marinas, wharves, activities requiring a
waterside location.

Less Vulnerable development should not be
permitted in Flood Zone 3b ‘Functional
Floodplain’, but it is appropriate in Flood Zones
3a, 2 and 1.

Water Compatible development is permitted in all
Flood Zones.

2. Consistency with Local
Documents

Development

The Harwich Peninsula has been identified within the Regional Spatial
Strategy (RSS) as a priority area for Regeneration. It has also been
identified as a growth node point within the Haven Gateway sub-region
and is an area identified as a key delivery area by EEDA for
regeneration of the Historic Town of Harwich as well as the provision of
new container facilities (Bathside Bay).

The development is consistent with Local

Development Documents.

3. Application of the Sequential Test/
Approach
The Sequential Test aims to steer new

development to areas at lowest probability of
flooding (Flood Zone 1).

This type of development can only take place at waterside locations.
The Less Vulnerable buildings (Figure 4, 2003 FRA) would be in the
current Flood Zone 3a', where they are permitted but would be raised
above the 0.5% Annual Probability (AP) flood event of 3.89m OD; the
Customs Border Inspection Post would have a ground floor level above
4.6m OD and the office buildings would be at 4.0m OD.

The Sequential Approach has been applied.

4. Defining all sources of flooding (fluvial, tidal, surface and groundwater) that could affect the site, with reference to historic records and the SFRA

! see Figure 4 in the Harwich Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA), Final Level 1 Report (Tendring District Council, April 2008)
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PPS25 REQUIREMENT

REVIEW AGAINST 2003 FRA

OUTCOME

4a. Fluvial flood risk

The Ramsey Creek discharges into the Dovercourt River and is then
pumped via a culvert under the railway and existing reclamation before
being discharged into the River Stour. This was considered in the 2003
FRA and not deemed to affect the proposed development. Since then
the Level 1 Harwich SFRA modelled the pumping station failure during
the 0.5% AP flood for 2008 and 2108. This revealed that water does not
overtop the existing railway embankment and flood the reclamation,
even in 2108. The SFRA also illustrated the 1958 River Ramsey flood,
which did not affect the reclamation.

Fluvial flood risk is not a threat to the proposed
development.

4b. Groundwater flood risk

Groundwater flooding was not considered in the 2003 FRA since much
of the existing site is subject to tidal inundation. The Level 1 Harwich
SFRA concluded that the risk of groundwater flooding is generally low
due to the geology and lack of historical data

Groundwater flood risk is not a threat to the
proposed development

4c. Tidal flood risk

The 2003 FRA reported that the primary source of flood risk is the tidal
River Stour. The majority of the existing site is subject to tidal
inundation. The peak 0.5% and 0.1% AP tide levels were considered to
be 4.3m OD and 4.65m OD

In 2007 the Environment Agency commissioned a study to produce a
coherent set of tide levels for the coastline and estuaries in the Anglian
Region. The report2 and its findings were independently reviewed and
approved by Dr. Keven Horsburgh of the Proudman Oceanographic
Laboratory. Using 2006 as the reference year, the 0.5% and 0.1% AP
tide levels are 3.89m OD and 4.26m OD. In light of this the proposed
development is at a lower risk of flooding.

The Harwich Level 1 SFRA contains an outline for the 1953 North Sea
flood event that affected a significant proportion of Harwich. Although

All of the proposed development will be above the
current 0.5% AP tide level event. The majority of
the development, except the quayside, will be
above the current 0.1% AP tide level event.

With the lower extreme tide levels, the significant
wave heights would be lower and so the quayside
would be even less damage-sensitive to wave
splash. However, the facility flood action plan
should still provide for the withdrawal of personnel
from the quayside if wave break makes the area
hazardous to people.

% The Eastern and Central Areas Report on Extreme Tide Levels (Environment Agency Anglian Region, February 2007)
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PPS25 REQUIREMENT

REVIEW AGAINST 2003 FRA

OUTCOME

the reclamation is not covered by the Environment Agency historical
outline, it would have been affected.

The 2003 FRA considered wave climate, with the 10% AP significant
wave height calculated between 1.1 and 1.3m. The FRA concluded that
the quayside facilities are not particularly damage-sensitive to wave
splash and wave break would only occur during high tide.

4d. Surface water flood risk

Usually, this type of flooding occurs as a result
of intense rainfall and the inability of water to
soak into the ground or enter overloaded
drainage systems.

The existing site is mostly subject to tidal inundation. The 2003 FRA
reported that the urban surface water of the reclamation discharged via
an outfall directly into the bay. Also there are two surface water
drainage outfalls on the east side, one of which was completely blocked
by silt.

Existing records of surface water flooding were not available in the
Level 1 Harwich SFRA or the Haven Gateway Water Cycle Study.

As the majority of Bathside Bay will be reclaimed
the surface water drainage will be altered and
designed to improve the current situation (see
Flood Risk Management Measures and Off site
impacts).

5. Effects of climate change over the lifetime
of the development

The Defra/EA standard allowance for sea level rise at the time of the
2003 FRA was 6mml/year in the Anglian Region and the expected
development lifetime was 50 years. Consequently the predicted 0.5%
and 0.1% AP tide levels for 2053 were 4.6m OD and 4.95m OD.

For the purposes of calculation it has been assumed that construction
of the terminal commences mid-2013 and will be completed in 2 years.
HPUK has specified that the design life of the buildings will be 25 years
and the quay will be 50 years.

Later construction would increase the flood risk at ‘end of life’ according
to the delay (a four year delay would equate to an increased water level
of less than 5cm). Given the nature of the development such impacts

The impact of climate change is considered under
proposed development lay out and flood risk
management measures.

Future wave overtopping should be considered at
time of drawing up a flood action plan (Flood
Emergency Plan).
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PPS25 REQUIREMENT

REVIEW AGAINST 2003 FRA

OUTCOME

are not considered significant.

Using 2016 as the reference year, the effects of climate change should
be considered up to 2041 for buildings and 2066 for the quay. Based on
the latest approved extreme tide levels and the recommended
contingency allowances for net sea level rise (Table B1 in PPS25), the
following tide levels apply:

2041 2066
0.5% AP 4.10m OD 4.35m OD
0.1% AP 4.47m OD 4.72m OD

The recommended national precautionary sensitivity for peak rainfall
intensity is +20% between 2055 and 2085, which should be applied to
determine the climate change impact on surface runoff.

The impact of climate change on significant wave heights could be
+10% in 2066. This would increase significant wave heights to 1.43m.

6. Development lay out details

The 2003 FRA included plans of the proposed lay out (Figure 4 and 5).
The quayside, at a level of 4.0m OD, was chosen to optimise normal
operation in the handling of container traffic and was expected to be
inundated by a tide with a 1.7% AP. Considering the latest predicted
extreme tide levels, inundation of this area would only occur with a
0.3% AP tide event at present and a 2% AP tide event in 2066. Cranes
and some containers will be located at the quay.

About 120m inland from the quay, raised paving is proposed to a level
of 4.4m OD and provide flood defence of a standard greater than the
0.5% AP to most areas under the 2003 present day condition. With the
latest predicted extreme tide levels, not even the 0.1% AP event would
exceed the raised paving. Buildings associated with the terminal, a lorry

The risk of tidal inundation is recognised by
Hutchison Ports UK Limited and has influenced
the design lay out and land uses so there is less
risk to people. See Flood risk management
measures for standards of protection.
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PPS25 REQUIREMENT

REVIEW AGAINST 2003 FRA

OUTCOME

holding area and a stacking area for empty containers will be set back
behind the raised paving.

A lake is also proposed to manage surface water runoff (see Flood Risk
Management Measures).

7. Flood risk management measures
including impacts of climate change

Figure 3 of the 2003 FRA illustrated the proposed new flood defences
as well as the existing flood defences to be retained and the ones to be
made redundant. However, the main defence will be the raised paving
area of 4.4m OD (Figure 5). This level will provide flood protection so,
under present day conditions, the majority of the development can be
classed as defended to the standard of Flood Zone 1. The likely tide
event that would overtop 4.4m OD is 0.055% AP. Allowing for projected
sea level rise to 2066, the majority of the development would be
protected from the 0.5% AP tide event. However, the raised paving
would be overtopped by the 0.1% AP tide event by 0.32m in 2066.

Part of the flood defence embankment on the east side of the site will
be removed and replaced by a new embankment on a slightly different
alignment (see Figure 4). The new bank top level will be a minimum of
5.4m OD. The new bank will be extended northwards, as a landscaping
feature, to screen the proposed small boat harbour from the
development. In practice, the embankment extension would be classed
as a defacto defence.

In practice the paved area will be laid to falls for surface drainage
purposes. Falls will initially drain water away from the quayside crane
rails. Surface water drainage from the development seaward of the
proposed rail terminal will discharge to the tidal River Stour via
underground pipes and outfalls with tidal flaps. Interceptors will be
provided to control pollution. The area landward of the rail terminal will

The risk of tidal inundation is recognised by
Hutchison Ports UK Limited (HPUKL) and Harwich
International Port Limited (HIPL), the proposed
terminal’'s owner and operator. A flood event
action plan will be in place to ensure the safety of
the persons in the terminal. It is recommended
that this action plan is reviewed on an annual
basis.

Flood risk management measures for surface
water runoff will be sufficient even with 50 years of
climate change for the 1% AP event. Site lay out
and flood risk management measures will not
increase the risk of surface water flooding
elsewhere.
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PPS25 REQUIREMENT

REVIEW AGAINST 2003 FRA

OUTCOME

be drained to the lakes in the wetland corridor, before discharging into
the River Stour via a flapped outfall.

The lake area (2.5ha), in conjunction with the proposed lake overflow
leading to the River Stour, is sufficient to absorb the present day 1% AP
surface water runoff without flooding any adjacent facility. The 1% AP
surface water runoff from a storm duration of 1.5hrs would be almost
7,000m?, which would lead to lake levels increasing by about 0.25m,
leading to a peak lake level of about 3.5m OD. Considering that rainfall
intensity could increase by 20% with climate change by 2066, the future
1% AP volume could be almost 8,300m3. This increase in volume would
lead to lake levels increasing by approximately 0.3m instead of 0.25m.
This can still be absorbed by the current design of the lakes.

8. Off site impacts

Demonstrate that the development will not
affect flood risk elsewhere. Incorporation of
Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS)

Although the proposed development will make the existing flood
embankments redundant, a new flood wall would be built around the
southern boundary of the site with a minimum top level of 4.7m OD.
This will tie into the existing high road embankment for the A120. The
proposed secondary road access to the site from the roundabout at the
south-east corner of the development will be provided with a flood gate
to maintain the defence level of 4.0m OD.

There is no change to the findings in light of PPS25. Surface water run-
off from the facility will be discharged to the River Stour. The
conveyance culverts will be of sufficient size that the culvert head
losses do not cause surcharge flooding in the areas being drained at
the 1% AP run-off condition.

The proposed lakes in the wetland corridor will, inter alia, serve as a
flow attenuation area for the surface water drainage outfalling from
south of the site. The 2003 FRA stated that the lakes and their outfall to

The proposed development will not affect flood
risk elsewhere. The proposed flood defences
around the site will sustain a standard of
protection against tidal inundation for surrounding
areas at least as good as that which exists now.
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PPS25 REQUIREMENT

REVIEW AGAINST 2003 FRA

OUTCOME

the River Stour will be designed and managed so adjacent areas,
including the housing area south of the site, have a minimum freeboard
of 1.0m against flooding in the 1% AP run-off condition.

9. Residual flood risk and their management

The 2003 FRA did not consider a breach of the raised paving area as
the rise is very gentle and it is very unlikely that a breach could occur.

The 2003 FRA noted that, so far as is feasible, flood-sensitive
installations such as electrical equipment will be sited higher than the
general paving level so as to be out of the potential tidal flood water in
almost all circumstances. Construction measures incorporating flood
proofing will be employed, so far as feasible, to mitigate flooding effects.

It also acknowledged that an action plan will be in place giving
procedures, such as site evacuation, for the safety of persons in the
event of tidal inundation. The action plan will be linked to the national
east coast flood warning system and will include the closure of flood
doors around the container terminal. The action plan, and its
implementation, will be the responsibility of Harwich International Port
Ltd. Considering sea level rise allowances and the 25 year design life of
buildings, the 2041 0.5% and 0.1% AP tide levels would be 4.1m OD
and 4.47m OD. This would mean that the quayside is overtopped by
0.1m during the 0.5% AP but the majority of the site would not be
inundated. The 0.1% AP would overtop the raised paving by 0.07m.

The residual flood risk has been considered.
Harwich International Port Limited (HIPL) will draw
up an Emergency action plan and consider the
impacts of climate change. It is recommended that
this action plan is reviewed on an annual basis.
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APPENDIX 3: SUMMARY OF PREDICTED IN-COMBINATION EFFECTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE DEVELOPMENT OF BATHSIDE BAY
AND RECONFIGURATION OF FELIXSTOWE SOUTH

As described in Chapter 23, an in-combination assessment submitted in support of the planning application for the Felixstowe South Reconfiguration
(FSR) (Royal Haskoning 2003) considered effects together with a number of other developments, including Bathside Bay. Since this current review
has identified that there are no implications of this application which alter the findings of the original ES, the conclusions of this in-combination
assessment are also considered to remain unaltered. The findings of the assessment are shown below.

Parameter / Predicted effect ** | Bathside Bay | Felixstowe South | Nature of interaction | In-combination
MARINE ECOLOGY
Loss of intertidal due to reclamation MAJOR ADVERSE® NEGLIGIBLE ADDITIVE MAJOR ADVERSE °
Loss of subtidal habitat MODERATE ADVERSE MINOR TO MODERATE ADDITIVE MODERATE ADVERSE
Effect on tidal range NEGLIGIBLE NEGLIGIBLE CUMULATIVE NEGLIGIBLE
On-going erosion of intertidal NO EFFECT MINOR BENEFIT CUMULATIVE MODERATE BENEFIT
Effects of wave action NEGLIGIBLE NEGLIGIBLE ADDITIVE NEGLIGIBLE
ORNITHOLOGY
Disturbance MINOR ADVERSE NEGLIGIBLE ADDITIVE MINOR ADVERSE
Loss of intertidal MAJOR ADVERSE? NEGLIGIBLE ADDITIVE MAJOR ADVERSE®
Effect on tidal range MINOR ADVERSE NEGLIGIBLE CUMULATIVE MINOR ADVERSE
On-going erosion of intertidal NO CHANGE MINOR BENEFIT CUMULATIVE MODERATE BENEFIT
COASTAL AND TERRESTRIAL ECOLOGY
Direct loss of habitat MODERATE ADVERSE NEGLIGIBLE NONE NONE
WATER AND SEDIMENT QUALITY
Accidental pollution RISK REMOTE RISK REMOTE ADDITIVE RISK MORE REMOTE

® Where no combined impact is predicted, the effect is not reported
* Inclusive of mitigation, but assumes that the construction phases coincide (i.e. worst case)
® Compensated for by managed realignment at Little Oakley, Hamford Water
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Parameter / Predicted effect **

Bathside Bay

Felixstowe South

Nature of interaction

In-combination

Release of contaminants NEGLIGIBLE NEGLIGIBLE ADDITIVE NEGLIGIBLE
Dispersion of coliforms NO IMPACT NEGLIGIBLE CUMULATIVE NEGLIGIBLE

Surface water run-off NEGLIGIBLE NEGLIGIBLE ADDITIVE NEGLIGIBLE
Maintenance dredging NEGLIGIBLE MINOR BENEFIT CUMULATIVE MINOR BENEFIT
FISHERIES AND FISHING ACTIVITY

Suspended sediment MINOR ADVERSE MINOR ADVERSE ADDITIVE MINOR TO MODERATE
Direct uptake of fish MINOR ADVERSE MINOR ADVERSE ADDITIVE MINOR ADVERSE
ngs::;:on of access to fishing MODERATE ADVERSE MINOR ADVERSE ADDITIVE MODERATE ADVERSE
TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION

Construction traffic MINOR ADVERSE NEGLIGIBLE NONE NONE

Operational traffic NO IMPACT NO IMPACT ADDITIVE NEGLIGIBLE

Rail network capacity NEGLIGIBLE NEGLIGIBLE ADDITIVE NEGLIGIBLE
NOISE AND VIBRATION

Construction noise MINOR TO MODERATE MINOR TO MODERATE CUMULATIVE MINOR ADVERSE
Operational port noise MINOR TO MODERATE NEGLIGIBLE TO MINOR CUMULATIVE NEGLIGIBLE

Traffic noise NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NONE NONE

Shipping noise NEGLIGIBLE TO MINOR NEGLIGIBLE TO MINOR CUMULATIVE MINOR ADVERSE
AIR QUALITY

Construction MINOR ADVERSE MINOR ADVERSE NONE NONE

Operation MINOR ADVERSE MINOR ADVERSE CUMULATIVE NEGLIGIBLE
LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL

Construction phase MINOR ADVERSE MINOR ADVERSE CUMULATIVE MINOR ADVERSE
Land cover MINOR ADVERSE MODERATE BENEFICIAL CUMULATIVE MODERATE ADVERSE
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Parameter / Predicted effect **

Bathside Bay

Felixstowe South

Nature of interaction

In-combination

Topography MAJOR ADVERSE MODERATE BENEFICIAL CUMULATIVE MODERATE ADVERSE
Landscape character MINOR TO MAJOR MINOR TO MODERATE CUMULATIVE ,:Alljl\\l/(;igs MAJOR
Lighting MINOR TO MAJOR MODERATE BENEFIT CUMULATIVE MODERATE TO MAJOR
Setting of settlements MINOR TO MAJOR NEG TO MODERATE CUMULATIVE NO EFFECT TO MAJOR
ARCHAEOLOGY AND HERITAGE

Removal of land-based features NO IMPACT NEG TO MODERATE NONE NONE

Removal of marine archaeology NEGLIGIBLE MINOR ADVERSE ADDITIVE MINOR ADVERSE
Removal of potential marine archaeology NEGLIGIBLE MINOR ADVERSE ADDITIVE MINOR ADVERSE
Effects on settin? of listed buildings MAJOR ADVERSE MODERATE ADVERSE ADDITIVE MODERATE TO MAJOR
LAND DRAINAGE AND COASTAL DEFENCE

Land drainage NO IMPACT NO IMPACT NONE NONE

Coastal defence (Shotley) NEGLIGIBLE MINOR ADVERSE ADDITIVE NEGLIGIBLE
NAVIGATION

Navigational safety NEGLIGIBLE NEGLIGIBLE ADDITIVE NEGLIGIBLE
SOCIO-ECONOMICS

Construction jobs MINOR BENEFIT MINOR BENEFIT ADDITIVE MINOR BENEFIT
Construction effects on the economy MODERATE BENEFIT MODERATE BENEFIT ADDITIVE MODERATE BENEFIT
Operational job creation / economic growth MODERATE BENEFIT MODERATE BENEFIT ADDITIVE MODERATE BENEFIT
Tourism MINOR BENEFIT MINOR BENEFIT ADDITIVE NONE

Investment ENHANCEMENT MODERATE BENEFIT CUMULATIVE MODERATE BENEFIT
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DISPOSAL

Hydrodynamics and sediment transport NEGLIGIBLE NEGLIGIBLE CUMULATIVE NEGLIGIBLE
Potential smothering MINOR TO MODERATE MODERATE ADVERSE ADDITIVE MODERATE ADVERSE
Changes in sedimentation NEGLIGIBLE NEGLIGIBLE ADDITIVE NEGLIGIBLE
Disposal of capital silts NEGLIGIBLE NEGLIGIBLE NONE NONE®
Dispersion of sand NO EFFECT NEGLIGIBLE NONE NONE
Dispersion of fines NEGLIGIBLE NEGLIGIBLE ADDITIVE NONE
Maintenance dredging NEGLIGIBLE NO EFFECT ADDITIVE NONE
Marine construction traffic MINOR ADVERSE MINOR ADVERSE ADDITIVE MINOR ADVERSE
Interference with fishing NEGLIGIBLE NEGLIGIBLE ADDITIVE NEGLIGIBLE
Migration of clay balls NEGLIGIBLE NEGLIGIBLE TO MINOR ADDITIVE MINOR ADVERSE
Reduction in fishing grounds NEGLIGIBLE NEGLIGIBLE ADDITIVE NEGLIGIBLE
Effect on mineral resources NO EFFECT NO EFFECT ADDITIVE NONE

=0=0=0=

6 Dependent on the outcome of Trinity Ill Terminal Extension post-disposal monitoring results
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